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ABSTRACT 
Seasonal Outlook: An Examination of How the Foundations of Attachment to  
Community Differ Between Seasonal and Year-Round Residents  
in High Amenity Areas 
 
by 
Brian M. Jennings, Doctor of Philosophy 
Utah State University, 2009 
Major Professor: Dr. Richard S. Krannich 
Department: Sociology, Social Work and Anthropology 
Utah is a popular second-home destination due to its unique landscapes that offer 
numerous natural amenities.  Therefore, this research utilizes a mail survey of residents in 
six Utah counties to examine if seasonal residents become attached to their local 
communities in the same way as year-round residents.  The objective of this research was 
two-fold: 1) to determine if the commonly cited dimensions of community attachment are 
an accurate representation of the concept itself; and 2) to determine if the foundations of 
community attachment, based on those conceptual dimensions, are different for year-
round and seasonal homeowners. 
 Prior research has shown that length of residence is the best predictor of 
community attachment.  Therefore, a measure of length of residence for year-round 
residents is used, while a proxy measure of frequency of visitation to seasonal homes is 
used for seasonal residents.  In addition to the residency categories, traditional 
 iii
sociodemographics are used as control variables.  Structural equation models, which 
allow for the use of latent variables, are utilized to complete the objectives of this 
research.   
 In general, levels of attachment were highest for longstanding year-round 
residents.  Additionally, newcomer year-round residents and seasonal residents who visit 
their secondary communities more often possessed attachment, but at slightly lower 
levels than year-round longstanding residents.  Seasonal residents who visit their seasonal 
communities less frequently had the lowest levels of community attachment.   
 The multivariate results revealed that a multidimensional conceptualization of 
community attachment is appropriate.  The operationalization of the commonly cited 
dimensions of community attachment (social bonds, participation and sentiments) used in 
this research all proved to be important elements of the higher order construct 
“community attachment” for both year-round and seasonal residents.  Finally, the results 
indicated that the foundations of community attachment are different for seasonal and 
year-round residents.  For year-round residents, community attachment is best predicted 
by the social bonds dimension, while for seasonal residents the participation dimension is 
the most important.  In all, however, all three of the dimensions of community attachment 
used herein are important, thereby indicating that any future research on this important 
topic would be best suited to use a multidimensional conceptualization of community 
attachment.    
(339 pages)   
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
 Seasonal home development in amenity-rich areas has been increasing for 
decades as shown by the 77 percent swell from just over two million homes in 1960 to 
over 3.5 million in 2000 (Green and Clendenning 2003).  Between 1990 and 2000, the 
western region of the United States experienced the largest percentage increase (27.3 
percent) in seasonal home development (US Bureau of the Census 2000).  This region of 
the country is home to a wide range of natural amenities from deserts to coasts to high 
mountain ranges that are all undoubtedly an impetus behind the desire to acquire 
secondary residences.  Utah is a large state that is home to portions of the Colorado 
plateau and its high plains and red rock deserts as well as high mountain ecosystems.   
Due partly to the varying types of amenities contained in these natural landscapes, Utah 
is becoming increasingly characterized by substantial seasonal home development.  The 
2000 census showed that Utah experienced a 41.2 percent increase in the number of 
seasonal homes during the last decade of the twentieth century.  This increase in seasonal 
homes proved to be the tenth largest in the United States during that time (figure 1).       
Traditionally, amenity based growth has most frequently occurred in locations 
that are relatively close in proximity to urban settings.  More recently, however, amenity 
growth has been expanding beyond the scenic areas adjacent to metropolitan centers to 
those that are more sparsely settled and isolated.  McGranahan (1999) used climate, 
topography and water cover as indicators of desirable amenities to create a county level 
amenity index enabling him to identify counties that have high amenity bases.  Based on 
2 
this index, Cromartie and Wardwell (1999) found that remote and sparsely populated 
areas of the West are seeing the highest net migration in the second highest amenity 
quartile of counties, partially due to increased housing and living costs in the best known 
settings.  These secondary areas are becoming increasingly popular because of recreation, 
retirement and second-home destinations (Cromartie and Wardwell 1999). 
 
 
 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
  
Figure 1.  Percent change in seasonal homes by state and region for the United States 
between 1990-2000.   
 
 
Seasonal homeowners are commonly drawn to rural locations providing open 
spaces, recreational opportunities, and natural aesthetics that are not available in urban 
settings (Green and Clendenning 2003).  More specifically, amenity-rich rural regions in 
the West characterized by lakes, rivers, mountains, and abundant public lands (national 
and state parks, forests and recreational areas) are prominent areas drawing seasonal 
3 
home development (Beale and Johnson 1998; McGranahan 1999).  These high amenity 
locations are often viewed by outsiders as locations that provide opportunities to increase 
one’s quality of life and as an escape from urban ills to a tranquil, beautiful and slow 
paced atmosphere.   
 Most of the published research on seasonal home development has taken place in 
either other countries (Coppock 1977a; Hall and Müller 2004) or in other locales within 
the United States, such as Northern Wisconsin (Clendenning, Field, and Knapp 2005; 
Green et al. 1996; Klessig 1973; Preissing et al. 1996; Stedman 2006a).  These areas are 
generally characterized by amenity bases that are vastly different from what occurs in 
Utah.  In addition, the majority of the research has focused on the seasonal home 
phenomenon and has been situated outside of traditional sociological research agendas.  
More specifically, research on second home development has focused on various aspects 
such as influences on services and facilities (Girard and Gartner 1993), attitudinal 
differences toward wildlife management (Clendenning et al. 2005), differences in land 
use attitudes (Green et al. 1996), and more recently place attachment (Stedman 2006a, 
2006b).  Fewer empirical endeavors have been undertaken to tie this phenomenon to the 
more traditional community sociological research agenda.  The effects of this sort of 
development, especially within rural environments, on the community as a whole need to 
be better understood through more research that aims specifically at linking seasonal 
home development to key dimensions of local community life and levels of social well-
being.  This research will help to address this gap by focusing on the ways in which 
disparate types of residents form attachments to their communities.          
4 
 Because seasonal homeowners usually have permanent urban residency 
elsewhere, they are often assumed to have very different value systems from their 
counterparts in rural areas (Clout 1974; Halseth 1998).  In fact, the dichotomy between 
seasonal and year-round homeowners in an area has been alluded to as important in the 
restructuring of economic opportunities for rural areas that are experiencing job losses in 
the traditional extractive industries (Beale and Johnson 2002).  While some residents may 
view the restructuring toward an amenity-based economy as a potential enhancement to 
the area, others will see it as a disruptive influence (Nelson 2001).  In addition, 
Clendenning et al. (2005) point out that seasonal homeowners are frequently wealthy and 
well educated, which provides them with skills and experiences needed to influence local 
decision making (see also American Society of Planning Officials 1976; Klessig 1973).  
While these skills and experiences may facilitate participation in local community affairs, 
they do not necessarily make up for seasonal residents’ lack of permanency and the 
potential negative effects this may have on their ability to form social bonds with other 
year-round members of the community.     
 This concern is directly intertwined with the concept of community attachment as 
local social bonds are one of community attachment’s most discussed dimensions.  
Attachment to community is not a new arena of academic inquiry, as it has been a 
common research theme among community sociologists for well over three decades 
(Brown 1993; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Theodori 2001).  Kasarda and Janowitz 
(1974) identified three dimensions associated with community attachment; 1) an 
interpersonal or local social bonds dimension, 2) a participation dimension, and 3) an 
attitudes and sentiments dimension.  Since the early work of Kasarda and Janowitz, many 
5 
researchers have attempted to measure the dimensions of community attachment using 
various operationalizations (Cross 2004).  While several authors have studied the 
relationship between the individual indicators of the dimensions of community 
attachment (Beggs, Hurlbert, and Haines 1996; Matarrita-Cascante et al. 2006; Theodori 
and Luloff 2000), to date no research has sought to determine if each of these dimensions 
are indeed relevant by using an analysis that incorporates the latent construct of 
community attachment comprised of each of its theoretical dimensions.      
In addition, each of the dimensions of community attachment could easily be 
altered by the increasing prevalence of seasonal residents.  There has been very limited 
research conducted, however, on how the dynamics associated with the development of a 
seasonal population in specific amenity rich areas have affected community attachment.  
Does attachment to community form in the same way, if at all, for seasonal residents as it 
does for year-round residents or do other distinct factors facilitate or impede its 
formation?  Stedman (2006a:197) found that “seasonal home owners are just as involved 
with other people in the setting as are year-round residents.”  Interestingly, Stedman 
(2006a) also found that place attachments were different between the seasonal and year-
round residents he sampled, with seasonal residents being more attached to their home 
due to its high environmental quality and its function as an escape from everyday 
pressures, while year-round residents’ attachment was based more heavily on their social 
relationships with others from the area. 
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Focus and Purpose 
Utah is a unique setting composed of a landscape that is well known for its 
abundance of natural amenities.  Residents of the area have long utilized the natural 
resource base for traditional extractive purposes.  In addition, abundant opportunities for 
recreational enthusiasts from all walks of life are available and have become increasingly 
popular.  As such, some areas of Utah have seen an increase in both year-round and 
seasonal residents.  Due to this increase in new types of residents and the restructuring 
away from the traditional extractive industries, much of Utah has experienced significant 
social and economic change.  It is because of these changes that it is becoming more and 
more important to understand how different types of residents become attached to their 
communities.  Such understanding may help to guide efforts to improve community 
cohesion, as well as stave off potentially damaging clashes that often occur in areas going 
through periods of change.     
This study utilizes mail surveys of Utah year-round and seasonal residents in high 
amenity areas.  The first survey was sent to residents in five southern Utah counties: 
Garfield, Kane, Wayne, Washington and Iron.  This five-county region is well known for 
landscapes associated with the Colorado Plateau including numerous national parks and 
monuments, as well as extensive tracts of public land administered by the U.S. Forest 
Service and the Bureau of Land Management.  The region is predominately rural, but is 
home to two urban locations: Cedar City and St. George.  These two urban locations were 
uniquely identified in the sample and will be dropped from this analysis in order to focus 
entirely on the rural portions of the sample.  The second survey was conducted in Summit 
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County, a mountainous area in north central Utah known for its pristine alpine setting and 
world renowned ski resorts.  While this area is also largely rural in character, it is 
adjacent to the greater Salt Lake City Metropolitan area and has experienced significant 
change over the past couple of decades.   
The aim of the study is to examine the following questions: 
1. Do key theoretically specified dimensions of community attachment accurately 
measure the concept?  More specifically, does the latent construct of community 
attachment significantly predict residents’ responses on each of its theoretical 
dimensions (sentiments, social bonds and participation) for both year-round and 
seasonal residents? 
 
2. Are the foundations of community attachment, based on its conceptual 
dimensions, different for year-round and seasonal homeowners?  If so, which 
dimension is best predicted by the latent construct of community attachment for 
both types of community residents? 
 
a. What effect, if any, do motivations for purchasing homes have on each 
dimension of community attachment? 
 
b. Is length of ownership for year-round residents important for all 
dimensions of community attachment?  Likewise, is frequency of 
visitation for seasonal residents an important predictor of attachment to 
community? 
 
In conjunction with these questions, a more complete list of research expectations or 
hypotheses can be found at the end of chapter 2.   
The purpose of this study is to further understanding of community attachment by 
first determining if each of the three theoretical dimensions are warranted for both year-
round and seasonal residents, and second by assessing the strength of relationships 
between predictor variables and each dimension of community attachment.  More 
specifically, the study seeks to highlight the role of residents’ attitudes and beliefs toward 
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both their physical and social environments, and how those attitudes and beliefs may in 
turn affect their feelings of attachment to community.   
 
Contributions of the Study 
 The main goal of this research is determine if the commonly used dimensions of 
community attachment are actually appropriate by incorporating them into a second order 
latent variable analysis.  In addition, this research seeks to situate the understanding of 
the seasonal homeownership phenomenon within the context of a more thoroughly 
understood sociological topic.  This study explores how processes associated with both 
the physical and social environment work in a community setting that is typified by both 
a traditional population and a more transient and affluent population.   
 
Outline of Study 
 The first section of this work (chapters 2-4) is focused on conceptual and 
methodological issues that will frame the current research effort.  Chapter 2 will discuss 
the pertinent literature to date on seasonal homeownership, migration patterns to high 
amenity areas, community attachment, and the dynamics associated with increasing 
seasonal and newcomer populations.  The chapter concludes by laying out the conceptual 
framework for the study, and specifying the research expectations that are associated with 
each of the research questions listed above.  Chapter 3 will discuss in detail the 
methodological framework of the study.  Included in this chapter will be a thorough 
review of data collection procedures, and all conceptualizations and operationalizations 
of dependent, independent and control variables that will be used.  In addition, the third 
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chapter will provide an explanation as to how and why certain statistical analyses will be 
used to examine the research questions.  Chapter 4 will focus on the social and 
demographic characteristics of the survey respondents. 
 The second section (chapters 5-8) will deal with the results from the study.  
Chapter 5 will explore the sentiments dimension of community attachment for both year-
round and seasonal residents within the study areas.  Chapter 6 will examine the 
participation dimension of community attachment, while chapter 7 will explore the social 
bonds dimension.  Chapter 8 utilizes a second order confirmatory factor analysis to 
examine which of the three dimensions of community attachment are best predicted by 
the higher order ‘community attachment’ latent construct.  For chapters 5-8, motivational 
factors (rural character, natural amenities, and financial) associated with purchasing 
residential property will be examined as to their influence on each of the dimensions of 
community attachment.  In addition, tenure (frequency of visitation for seasonal 
residents, and newcomer versus long-standing year-round residents) in the community 
will be examined as important independent variables for both year-round and seasonal 
residents.     
 The last section, chapter 9, will present and discuss the main conclusions that are 
drawn from the previous chapters.  The most important findings will be discussed as well 
as the implications these findings have for community development in high-amenity 
areas.   
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CHAPTER 2 
 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Brief History of Second Homes 
Ownership of second homes used as vacation and recreational abodes dates back 
to the time of the Roman Empire (Timothy 2004).  According to Coppock (1977b), 
second homes in the countryside were also once considered to be an exclusive asset 
associated with the nobility of ancient societies.  More recently, Scandinavian countries, 
such as Norway, Finland and Sweden, have a historical heritage of passing down second 
homes from generation to generation (Jaakson 1986).  In the United States the tradition 
and heritage of the second home does not have the same historical lineage as the 
European examples above, but is today becoming much more commonplace.   
 In the early days of the United States it was common for the elite class to 
purchase properties that would enable them escape to locations that provided relief from 
various problems like urban ills and undesirable seasonal climates.  Therefore, these 
secondary or seasonal residences were usually located in areas characterized by either 
warmer coastal areas or country and mountain havens.  By the late nineteenth century the 
popularity of owning second homes could evidenced by the sale of pre-fabricated second 
home kits by companies such as Sears Roebuck and Montgomery Ward (Massey and 
Maxwell 1993).   
 By the mid twentieth century developers were beginning to buy large parcels of 
land to subdivide and sell as recreational or secondary lots.  The sale of lots within these 
subdivisions reached an unprecedented five billion dollars a year in the 1970s (Ragatz 
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and Gelb 1970).  This sort of recreational subdivision is still extremely popular today and 
can be seen across the United States in high amenity areas.  Stroud (1995) alludes to 
recreational subdivisions in Florida, Texas, Arizona, New Mexico and in the states along 
the Rocky Mountains as excellent examples of this process.  The foremost example of 
these recreational subdivisions, however, can be seen in Del Webb’s Sun Cities. 
 Emergence of these “active adult” communities began in the 1960s and 1970s 
with marketing and promotional efforts aimed heavily, but not solely, on Midwestern 
America (Sturgeon 1992).  Via these idyllic havens, retirees were able to flee the cold 
weather associated with their year-round residences while enjoying “active” lifestyles 
with other like-minded individuals.  Today we apply the terms “snowbirds” or “sunbirds” 
to those retirees who escape harsher climates by employing recurrent mobility strategies.  
McHugh (2006) found that approximately one-fourth of Arizona residents aged 60 or 
older take part in one of three types of recurrent mobility.  Included in these forms of 
recurrent mobility are cyclical in-movement or the avoidance of colder climates in other 
parts of the country (aka snowbird), and cyclical out-movement or the movement away 
from the summer residence due to scorching temperatures (aka sunbird).   
The last type of recurrent mobility described by McHugh (2006) was one in 
which residents had multiple residences within Arizona and migrated between the two.  
This last type of recurrent mobility is much more likely to be engaged in by those 
individuals who purchase a second home during prime working years, due to its 
locational accessibility to everyday life and employment.     
The history of academic research into second homes followed patterns similar to 
the worldwide spread of second homes themselves.  Scandinavian second homes were 
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explored by Ljungdahl (1938) as the phenomenon was well-established in that part of the 
world at that time.  Research on Canadian (Wolf 1951, 1952, 1965) and European (Clout 
1969, 1970, 1971; Bielckus, Rogers, and Wibberley 1972) second homes followed as the 
phenomenon expanded in those parts of the world.  Finally, academics in the United 
States (Ragatz 1970a, 1970b; Ragatz and Gleb 1970; Tombaugh 1970) began to study 
second homes and their consequences as the demand became present here as well.  In 
1977 a seminal book edited by Coppock (1977a) titled “Second Homes: Curse or 
Blessing?” was published and hailed as a benchmark for second home research.  
Surprisingly though, research on the topic waned through the late 1970s and into the 
1980s.  It was not until the late 1980s and early 1990s that research on second homes 
began to emerge again.  Hall and Müller (2004:4) listed several reasons for the revival in 
the academic interest of second homes:  
1) the growth in inter-regional and international second home related retirement 
migration; 2) increased recognition of the economic, environmental and social 
implications of tourism by government; and 3) the deliberate use of second homes 
as an economic development tool; the re-emergence of conflict between second 
home development and permanent populations in some localities, making second 
homes a significant policy issue.      
 
All of these themes are evident in one form or another in the majority of research 
conducted on second homes since the early 1990s.   
 
Spectrum of Second Homes  
                
 Depending on the definition of second home employed, there are several housing 
forms that may be classified as such.  Three potential forms of second homes have been 
alluded to by researchers interested in the phenomenon (Table 1). The first type is the 
non-mobile or stationary abode that usually consists of either a house or apartment.  The 
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second type is of the semi-mobile form with camping related structures such as trailers, 
mobile homes and recreational vehicles (RVs).  The final form is therefore of the mobile 
variety.  Boats that are able to sail around the world and establish temporary residence at 
any seaport are the most common inclusion in this category.  The non-mobile is by far the 
most commonly researched form of second homes.  According to Hall and Müller 
(2004:5), “Most researchers employ a pragmatic approach where data access determines 
the definition of second homes.”  Due precisely to this obstacle, most researchers 
interested in second homes have only one real feasible option; that is to explore the non-
mobile type.   
 
Table 1. Second Home Characteristics 
 
Type 
 
Structure 
 
Buildings/Vehicles 
Non-mobile Houses and apartments Solitary cottages and houses Second home villages 
Apartment buildings 
Semi-mobile Camping 
Trailers/mobile homes 
Recreational vehicles 
Tents 
Caravans 
 
Mobile 
 
Boats 
 
Sailing boats 
Source: Newig (2000)   
 
 Given that most research on second home ownership has focused on the non-
mobile form, it is of no surprise that this particular category has been divided up further 
based on what Müller (2002a) calls the space-time distance.  Beginning in the 1960s, 
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Americans gained increased personal mobility via vehicles enabling them to pursue the 
idea of an escape from their urban environment to an easily accessible “weekend home” 
(Lundgren 1974).  The characteristics of the space time distance can be seen in Table 2, 
with the weekend home having the highest frequency of visitation and the shortest length 
of visit, all while being dependent upon its close proximity to the owner’s primary 
residence.  The other two forms in Table 2, however, are of no less importance.  Both the 
vacation and the future permanent home are not dependent upon the location of the 
owner’s current permanent residence.  The vacation home is one that is categorized by 
less frequent extended stays and usually occurs in congruence with an appropriate 
seasonal condition.  The future permanent home is very similar to the vacation home, but 
differs only in the length of stay with residents spending entire seasons at the secondary 
residence.  This can be readily observed among the aforementioned “snowbirds” or 
“sunbirds”.   
 
Table 2.  Second Home Relative Space-time Characteristics 
Second home 
function 
Frequency 
of visits 
Length of 
visit Form of mobility 
Location relative to 
primary residence 
Weekend home High Short Circulation Dependent 
Vacation home Low Long Seasonal migration Independent 
Future permanent 
home Decreasing Increasing Migration Independent 
Source: Müller (2002a)   
 
 Müller (2002b) empirically identified a weekend leisure zone that is based on a 
logistic curve showing that as distance from the primary residence increases the demand 
for a second home decreases.  This finding parallels Hall’s (2004) “zone of overnight” 
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stay in which tourists’ tendency to stay overnight increases with distance from the 
primary residence.  The weekend leisure zone is illustrated in the findings of Clout 
(1974) in which two-thirds of second homes in the United States are located within the 
same state as the owners’ year-round residences with over half being within 100 miles of 
the first home.  Similarly, Tombaugh (1970:57) reported that “in Michigan 34 percent of 
a sample of second homes were within 100 miles of the first home, 36 percent were 200 
or more miles away and 6 percent were 500 or more miles from the first home.”  In 
addition, the actual mileage between primary and secondary residence may need to be 
examined contextually within the United States.  Regional differences may account for 
some longer spatial distances being acceptable.  Clout (1974) discussed how Westerners 
are more accustomed to longer drives than their Easterner counterparts and therefore may 
be more likely to have secondary residences further from their primary homes.     
 Time-space distance, while important, is not the only factor that needs to be 
examined in any research aimed at exploring the second home phenomenon.  Regional 
geography is also an important context in the decision to purchase a second home.  As 
early as 1970, Tombaugh (1970) indicated that amenity-rich areas, especially those in 
coastal and mountainous areas, were favorable for second home development.   
 
Amenity Migration 
 
 Mobility has been a sociological topic since the beginning of the discipline.  Urry 
(2000) argues that sociologists have too narrowly placed mobility within the ‘social’ 
context (upward and downward movement based on income, education, etc.) and should 
seek to expand the concept to include spatial and temporal mobilities.  While mobility in 
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general terms includes the movement of ‘peoples, objects, images, information and 
wastes’ both across and within national boundaries (Urry 2000:1), corporeal mobility 
focuses only on the movement of people or what is termed migration.   
 Migration is conceptualized as a ‘relatively permanent’ move in which the 
permanent address changes (Roseman 1992).  In the context of second homeownership 
this definition is not appropriate.  Therefore, temporary migration, which can include 
commuting, career and life cycle migration, retirement migration and second home use 
(McIntyre 2006), is entirely more appropriate.  Unfortunately, data on this subject are not 
as easy to come by as corporeal migration.  The United States Census Bureau keeps 
detailed information on place of current and former residence enabling researchers to 
refine analytical skills aimed at improving understanding of this matter.  On the other 
side of things, only small-scale and place specific data, such as academic surveys in given 
settings, are available on temporary migration (Williams et al. 2000).   
The motives for temporary migration can be either production or consumption 
related (William and Hall 2001).  Production related temporary migration occurs when an 
individual moves temporarily to a location for work related purposes.  Migrant farm 
workers would be an example of production related temporary migration.  Consumption 
related temporary migration occurs when individuals desire access to some form of 
amenity or good provided at a location separated from their year-round residence.  
Second homeowners are, generally speaking, a prime example of this sort of migration.  
They often are looking to fulfill lifestyle choices, such as a desire for a peaceful and 
tranquil rural environment that affords recreational and leisure opportunities.  According 
to McIntyre (2006:6) “this increasingly pervasive type of temporary migration is 
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generally termed ‘amenity migration’ and may be viewed as mobility in search of leisure, 
landscape and quality of life.” 
 The actual term amenity migration was coined by Moss (1987, 1994).  It refers to 
vast amounts of people migrating to locations perceived as having high quality natural 
environments and/or unique cultures.  As stated above, amenity migration is usually 
cyclical or recurrent in nature, but can also be on a more permanent or semi-permanent 
basis.  As Glorioso (2000:277) claims, amenity migration is based on six key factors 
broken into two larger themes:  
1. Factors increasing motivation for amenity migration: (i) higher valuing of the 
natural environment; (ii) higher valuing of cultural differentiation; and (iii) 
higher valuing of leisure, learning and spirituality. 
2. Factors leading to greater mobility: (i) increasing discretionary time; (ii) 
increasing discretionary wealth; and (iii) increasing access through improving 
and less expensive information and communications and transportation 
technology.       
 
Who Owns Second Homes? 
 The question of what types of people own second homes is not as easily answered 
in modern times as it might have been centuries ago.  Obviously, in the distant past 
owning a chateau was reserved for nobility and not an endeavor of the peasant class.  “A 
seasonal migration from urban to rural residence has long been a feature of high society, 
with ritualized movements from one to the other, accompanied by servants and more 
portable belongings, marking the beginning and end of the season” (Coppock 1977b:4).  
Even in modern times the cost of the second home property can still be a barrier to 
ownership.  Halseth (1998) points out that there are other costs in addition to the cost of 
the property on which the second home lies.  Maintenance costs, improvements to the 
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residence and costs associated with travel between the primary and secondary abodes can 
vary widely among owners of second homes.  Wolf (1965:6) similarly discusses expenses 
as “the costs of maintaining a separate home, including the original cost of land and 
dwelling, taxes, electricity, furnishings.  There are extra costs of pleasurable possessions 
and activities, such as boats and golf equipment.  There is also the expense of traveling to 
and from the cottage.”  When taken together, these costs do indeed form a barrier against 
ownership of second homes for a significant proportion of the population.   
 Wealth and income, therefore, are important characteristics that have been found 
to differ significantly between second homeowners and year-round residents.  Clout 
(1972:400) found a strong correlation between “ownership of second homes and 
occupational groups, levels of education and income…in the United States in 1967 one 
half of second homes were owned by households with an income of more than $10,000,” 
nearly double the 1960 national median income of $5,600.   Occupational groups in this 
context refer to administrators and professionals.  Green et al. (1996) also found that 
seasonal residents were nearly twice as likely to be employed in a professional position as 
their year-round counterparts.  Ragatz and Gelb (1970) cite a 1968 survey of 518 
vacation home owners by the National Family Opinion Panel, which found that there was 
a direct positive correlation between income and vacation home ownership.  
Socioeconomic data from the National Association of Realtors (2002) revealed that the 
typical second homeowner earned an average household income of $76,900 (National 
Association of Realtors 2002), much more than the average household income of $41,994 
for the United States in 1999 (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2000).  A survey of 32 
metropolitan areas by Lancing (1966) also found that the percentage of respondents who 
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owned vacation homes increased with each subsequent income category.  In addition, the 
same survey found that desire to purchase a vacation home also increased with income 
levels.  A similar study by Gelb Market Research (1968) also found that the desire to own 
a vacation home in the future increased with income levels.   
More contemporary studies have also shown that second homeowners are more 
likely to be wealthier than their year-round counterparts (Girard and Gartner 1993; 
Jaakson 1986).  Halseth (1998) found in a study of cottage owners in Canada that owners 
of second homes made significantly more money than the average household income for 
their provinces and Canada as a whole.  Cottage owners had approximately 28 percent 
higher incomes than Canadians as a whole, and also higher incomes than the averages for 
the provinces of Ontario and British Columbia (26 and 31 percent, respectively).  A 
comparison of seasonal and year-round homeowners in Wisconsin found that seasonal 
homeowners represented, on average, higher income brackets represented by higher 
percentages in the upper income brackets and lower percentages in the lower income 
brackets (Green et al. 1996).  Another study of Wisconsin second homeowners found that 
seasonal residents were wealthier and had higher levels of education (Clendenning, Field, 
and Knapp 2005).  Similarly, Green et al. (1996) cited educational attainment as being 
higher by almost two years for second homeowners.  Stynes, Zheng, and Stewart 
(1997:9) showed that “seasonal home owners in our study were considerably older and 
wealthier than the general population of household heads.”   
        Numerous studies have revealed that second homeowners are older than the general 
population of the United States.  In fact, Stynes et al (1997) reported that over half of 
their sample of second homeowners were older than 60 years old, but no indication of the 
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overall average age of respondents was given.  According to the U.S. Bureau of the 
Census (2007), the median age in the United States is 36.6 years.  The National 
Association of Realtors (2002) found the average age of a second homeowner was 61 
years.  Interestingly, Clendenning et al. (2005) found that seasonal residents were slightly 
younger than their year-round neighbors, revealing that regional variations may be 
important in terms of sociodemographics of seasonal homeowners.   
 
The Role of Middle-class America       
While in the current era it still remains significantly easier and more common for 
the affluent in society to embark on this sort of purchase, it is no longer their exclusive 
domain.  By the mid twentieth century second homes became more mainstream, and 
within the grasp of middle class America.  Ragatz (1970b:119) notes that “it is seldom 
recognized that the interest in vacation homes extends to other, less affluent groups.” A 
wider dispersion of vacation homes across the country reveals both the popularity and 
availability of vacation homes among middle income people (Ragatz 1970b).  Timothy 
(2004) attributes this process to the diversification of venues and styles of second homes.  
Ward (1999) alludes to the changes in prices, availability and accessibility as the impetus 
behind this phenomena trickling down to middle class America.       
In a recent survey of second home owners, the National Association of Realtors 
(2002) alluded to the middle class baby boomers as the main force behind the second 
home market.  The results from this survey found that the favorable housing market 
conditions in 2001 enticed those who already own homes to purchase second or even 
third homes, either as vacation getaways or as investment properties.  The majority of 
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second homes (78 percent), however, were considered to be vacation homes as opposed 
to investment property.  In addition, the study found that the path to owning a second 
home varies in comparison to the path to acquiring a first residence.  Inheritance or 
shared family properties were common, as were properties that have been converted to 
second homes after a new primary residence was purchased.  Over half of the 
respondents reported that they thought of their second home as a family retreat (National 
Association of Realtors 2002). 
  Timothy (2004) listed seven socioeconomic and political changes that took place 
in the United States that allowed for the entry of middle-class families into the world of 
second homeownership.  The first was the relatively cheap cost of land and/or property 
through the 1970s until the early 2000s.  Second was the increased mobility associated 
with innovations in transportation technologies that enabled households to purchase 
properties further away from their primary residence.  The third reason was the increasing 
prevalence of dual-income families, which provide higher levels of disposable incomes.  
Next was the desire to escape work and the urban environment in order to preserve 
physical and mental health (Irvine and Cunningham 1990).  Tax incentives also proved to 
be important as capital gains could be avoided if a second home was purchased after the 
sale of another home (Paulson 1989).  During the past 50 years Americans have also seen 
their leisure time increase as well as their ability to work from home (telecommuting).  
The final reason for middle class entry into the world of second homeownership is the 
increased implementation of the four day work week by employers, thereby giving 
employees more time to engage in weekend activities.      
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Second Homeownership Numbers 
 Second homes, or seasonal homes, are defined by the United States Census 
Bureau to be the proportion of the housing stock that is unoccupied as a primary place of 
residence, but instead maintained for “seasonal, recreational, or occasional use” (US 
Bureau of the Census 2000).  Via this definition, the census bureau measures the numbers 
of seasonal homes on a ten year basis.  These numbers are the most accurate estimation 
available on the volume and location of seasonal homes across the United States.  Using 
Census Bureau numbers, Green and Clendenning (2003) revealed that seasonal homes 
increased by 77 percent between 1960 and 2000, an increase of over 1.5 million 
residencies that are listed as being used seasonally, recreationally or occasionally.  
According to the most recent census figures, seasonal homes comprise an estimated 3.1 
percent of the entire housing stock in the United States with an estimated six percent of 
American households owning a second home (Home Accents Today 2002).   
 Seasonal homeownership is not only a phenomenon associated with the United 
States, but also in many other high-income nations of the world.  For instance, in the 
United Kingdom approximately two percent of households own second homes (CML 
Research 2000).  In Sweden, which has a longer history of second homeownership, 14 
percent of the population owns secondary residences.  This suggests that the United 
States could experience substantial future increases in the numbers of seasonal homes and 
the extensiveness of seasonal home ownership.   
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Spatial Distributions of Second Homes in the United States 
 One form of early research into second homes focused on their spatial 
distributions.  Ragatz (1970a) used a location quotient to determine the 1960 spatial 
distribution of second homes located in the United States.  This location quotient is 
derived from the following equation: 
 [(Vi/Ci)/(Vt/Ct)]; 
  where Vi = number of second homes in individual state 
   Ci = number of total housing units in individual state 
   Vt = number of second homes in the United States 
   Ct = number of total housing units in the United States.        
 
Location quotients can range from zero to infinity with quotients equaling one meaning 
that a particular state has an equal share of secondary and primary residents.  From this 
calculation two major clusters of second homes were found.  The first was located in the 
Upper New England States of Maine, New Hampshire and Vermont.  This cluster was 
attributed to the areas’ combination of mountains, lakes, year-round sports and proximity 
to urban environments.  The second major cluster is located within the Great Lakes states 
of Minnesota, Wisconsin and Michigan.  This cluster was attributed mainly to the vast 
amounts of water in the region as well as the proximity to urban areas.  Another 
noteworthy minor cluster was found in the Rocky Mountain States of Idaho, Montana, 
Wyoming and Colorado and was attributed to the region’s mountainous character (Ragatz 
1970b).  
 Since the work of Ragatz in the 1970s much more research has been undertaken 
on the second home phenomena in the United States.  Not surprisingly, most of the 
research has focused on the two main regional clusters found in his work (Clendenning, 
Field, and Jensen 2004; Girard and Gartner 1993; Green et al. 1996; Jordan 1980; Klessig 
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1973; Pressing et al. 1996; Schnaiberg et al. 2002; Stedman 2006a, 2006b), with the 
majority focusing on the Great Lakes State of Wisconsin.  Very little empirical effort has 
been aimed at other important regions.  As shown in the introduction to this work, the 
Western United States had the largest percentage increase in second homes between 1990 
and 2000, according to U.S. Census Bureau Data, yet to date this region has attracted 
very limited attention among researchers investigating the second home phenomenon.  
 
Patterns of Secondary Home Use 
The amount of time spent, as well as the time of year it is spent is important 
information that is needed to gain a fuller understanding of second homeowners.  Ragatz 
(1970a) stated that the average length of residence at the secondary home appeared to be 
somewhere between three and four months per year with the most frequent period of 
occupancy being in the summertime.  He did, however, allude to the fact that variations 
in seasonal distributions occur due to differences in climate and opportunities for year 
round recreation.  Clout (1972) estimated that, on average, second homeowners in the 
United States spent 53 days at their seasonal residences with large variations around the 
mean (28 percent occupied for less than 30 days and six percent occupied for greater than 
180 days).  In addition, only 40 percent of residences were found to be used throughout 
the entire year.  In comparison, Bielckus et al. (1972) found an average of about 90 days 
worth of use for second homeowners in England and Wales, with twelve percent 
spending more than 150 days in a year.  In their work on recreational residences in 
National Forests, Lux and Rose (2006) showed that average length of stay for residents, 
at any one particular time, in the early 20th century was over 20 days with the number 
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decreasing to 7 days by the 1960s.  This decrease in length of individual visits was 
attributed to increased accessibility, transportation technology and growth in popularity 
of winter sports.  The increase in accessibility and transportation technology (better roads 
and infrastructure) allow second homeowners to visit their secondary properties more 
easily, while the growth in popularity of winter sports also increased short visits in the 
winter season.        
 More recent research has broken down the number of days spent at secondary 
residences by season in an attempt to better understand the use patterns of second homes.  
Stynes et al. (1997) found that on average respondents in Northern Michigan spent 
approximately 95 days at their secondary residences.  Of those 95 days, 48 were in 
summer (55 percent), 17 in fall (21 percent), 13 in spring (15 percent) and only 8 in 
winter (9 percent).  They also found that the off season visits tended to involve shorter 
stays, while summer was more typified by vacations and longer stays.  In addition, they 
found that occupancy rates were highest in the summer and peaked with 63 percent of the 
secondary homes being occupied in July.  Stewart and Stynes (2006) reported similar 
findings in a study of two other locations in the same region.  In Hayward Lakes, 
Wisconsin the frequency of visitation to the second home was less than Northern 
Michigan as shown by the 72 day per year average.  This could be related to the fact that 
61 percent of respondents reported a drive of greater than three hours to get to their 
second home.  Other than the reduced overall visits, the remaining break down of days 
spent by season looked the same with summer having the most visitation and winter 
having the least.  In their study of Walworth County, Wisconsin, Stewart and Stynes 
(2006) reported almost identical total number of days visited as the Northern Michigan 
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study.  This time, only six percent of respondents reported a travel time over three hours.  
The seasonal breakdown did, however, vary slightly from the other two studies.  While 
summer time still had the highest percentage of visitation, winter visitation numbers were 
nearly tied with fall for second.   
 In an attempt to refine patterns of visitation data even more, McIntyre, 
Roggenbuck, and Williams (2006) examined length of visitation by the season in which 
the visitation occurred to study cabins in two National Forests outside Denver, Colorado.  
They found that occasional use and frequent short stays (the distinction between the two 
was not revealed) were reported the most often by 38 and 39 percent of respondents, 
respectively.  Surprisingly, the highest percentage of occasional use was reported in the 
winter (13 percent), followed closely by spring (12 percent).  This may be due to the 
popularity of backwoods winter recreation in combination with the cabins being in 
relative close proximity to the Denver metro area.  Of those reporting frequent short 
stays, most were in the fall, followed closely by summer and spring with hardly any 
reporting winter use.  In the last two categories of ‘vacations greater than six days’ and 
‘every day’ the majority happened in the summertime with winter showing no use at all 
in these two categories.   
 The next step in the progression of understanding patterns of use involved 
dichotomizing secondary residences to determine if there were any differences.  Stedman 
(2006a) categorized second homeowners into ones who infrequently visited their property 
and ones who either considered themselves seasonal residents (living there for the entire 
summer) or self-identified as visiting their property frequently.  He observed strong 
differences between the two groups with frequent visitors or seasonal residents averaging 
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88 days of visitation a year, while infrequent users only averaged 12 days of use a year.  
Stedman (2006a) went on to use these categorizations in his analysis of place attachment 
and found that the high use seasonal residents were more attached to the area than year 
round residents.  This work shows the usefulness of differentiating second homeowners 
based on their frequency of visitation.               
 
Reasons for Purchasing Second Homes 
 In a study of second homeowners at Aylesford Lake, Nova Scotia, Suffron (1998) 
reported, among others, that the following were important motives behind ownership: to 
find peace and tranquility; to enjoy nature; to spend time with family; to relieve stress; to 
escape daily pressures; to improve health and fitness; to be with friends; to escape 
crowds; to get physical rest; to be alone; and to enhance social status.  The growth of 
leisure time and the desire to fill that time with recreational activities should also be 
added to the aforementioned list as research on second homes has dealt with this theme 
regularly (Gartner 1987; Harrill 2004; Jaakson 1986; Jordan 1980; Mason and Cheyne 
2000; Timothy 2004). 
 In an attempt to compartmentalize the literature on reasons or motivations behind 
the decision to purchase a second home, five overall themes will be examined: locational 
attributes, recreational motivations, rural ideology, life course patterns and status 
attainment.  Each of these categories will be examined in turn with the understanding that 
there are significant areas of overlap between each category.     
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Locational Attributes 
 Proximity to ones’ year-round residence is an important factor underlying the 
decision to engage in second homeownership.  As noted earlier in this chapter, research 
on the “space-time continuum” (Müller 2002a), “weekend leisure zone” (Müller 2002b) 
and the “zone of overnight stay” (Hall 2004) all indicate that as distance from the primary 
residence increases, the likelihood of purchasing a secondary residence decreases.   
These models have been shown to hold true through various research projects.  As 
noted earlier, Clout (1974) reported that two-thirds of second homes in the United States 
are located within the same state as the owners’ year-round residences with over half 
being within 100 miles of the first home.  Tombaugh (1970:57) claims that “in Michigan 
34 percent of a sample of second homes were within 100 miles of the first home, 36 
percent were 200 or more miles away and 6 percent were 500 or more miles from the first 
home.”  Ragatz’s (1970a, 1970b) research on the spatial distribution of second homes 
across the U.S. also found that proximity to urban areas was an extremely important 
factor in the development of second home locations.  Moreover, Clendenning et al. 
(2005) alluded to the fact the vast majority of seasonal residents had their primary homes 
in the nearby urban environments.  According to Ragatz (1970b:453),     
It appears that if permitted a choice, by far the greatest number of people would 
prefer a vacation home within100 to 150 miles of their permanent home, a 
convenient distance for short weekend trips.  It is unrealistic to conclude, 
however, that an area will not feel the penetration of vacation homes if it is farther 
than 100 to 150 miles from a major city.  If sufficient amenities exist, people 
certainly will travel a considerable distance as evidenced by the significant 
recreation industries in Maine, Florida and Colorado.  
 
Coppock (1977b) also notes that nearby landscapes perceived as uninteresting are often 
bypassed for more attractive lands further away.       
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This reveals that amenities are also an important locational attribute for second 
homeowners.  Rural regions attracting immigrants, either on a seasonal or year-round 
basis, are not evenly distributed across the United States. Rather, those areas 
characterized by natural amenities such as lakes, rivers, mountains, forests, and the 
presence of public lands have been the dominant recipients of amenity migration (Beale 
and Johnson 1998; McGranahan 1999).  Williams and Hall (2000:19) noted that several 
studies of second homeowners found that there was a desire “to satisfy lifestyle choices 
often related to recreation and leisure amenity values, including amenity landscapes.”  
One survey revealed that second homeowners who own their property for purposes other 
than investment wanted to be near where they spend recreation time or to other natural 
attractions (National Association of Realtors 2002).  The same study showed that 66 
percent of second homeowners wanted to be near an ocean, river or lake, while 38 
percent wanted to be near mountains or other natural attractions.  It is of no coincidence 
that the most often studied of these amenity landscapes is the lakeside secondary 
residence.     
According to Coppock (1977b:6),  
the sea and bodies of inland water exert a very powerful influence, not only as a 
very important component of scenery and a necessary ingredient in nearly all 
landscapes of the highest quality, but also because they are essential for a wide 
range of recreational activities, especially fishing, one of the most popular of all 
forms of recreation.  A high proportion of all second homes are either on the coast 
or around the shores of lakes. 
 
  As early as the 1970s, developers realized that a scenically attractive site or one 
that could sustain a man-made lake would be ideal for seasonal developments (Parson 
1972).  Tombaugh (1970) asserted that nearly nine out of ten in a sample of second 
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homes were within close proximity to a body of water (within a 5 minute walk).  Studies 
coming out of Europe showed similar results.  Bielckus et al. (1972) reported that 70 
percent of secondary residences in England and Wales were in coastal districts.   
More contemporary research into second homes also focuses heavily on areas that 
possess some sort of water body, whether natural or man-made.  Halseth (1998:3) opens 
his first chapter on Cottage Country by saying:  
The image of a small, rustic cottage nestled beside a forest-fringed lake has come 
to form an important part of the Canadian geographic imagination.  Ideally, this 
image is seen in our mind’s eye from slightly elevated point looking over the 
cottage and across the front porch out the calm waters of the lake.  This image 
represents a common summer, weekend, or vacation destination for millions of 
people across North America. 
 
His examination of “cottage country in transition” utilizes popular lake districts 
characterized by large numbers of seasonal abodes in Eastern Ontario and the Fraser 
Valley of British Columbia.   
In a discussion of regional variations in style of secondary residences, Timothy 
(2004) commonly alluded to the presence of a water component in most regions of the 
United States.  In the Northeast and Mid-Atlantic regions it is common to see seasonal 
homes on the coast.  In the Southeastern United States, the same trend holds true with 
seasonal residences often occurring in coastal areas like the Outer Banks or the Florida 
Keys.  In addition, inland man-made water bodies are common in retirement villas or 
trailer courts in many parts of Florida.  The extreme Western United States is also 
characterized by the presence of coastal second homes in California, Oregon and 
Washington.  Finally, the Mid-Western United States, which has been the most heavily 
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researched area of the country in terms of second homes, is predominately characterized 
by rural lakes in what is know affectionately as “Up North”.   
Stynes et al. (1997) reported that of their sample of second homeowners, 60 
percent were located on inland lakes and 20 percent were located on the Great Lakes for a 
total of 80 percent being located on a body of water.  The importance of being located on 
lakefront property was also explored by Suffron (1998).  In his study of cottage owners at 
Aylesford Lake, Novia Scotia, Suffron compared the attitudes of residents who lived 
directly on the lakefront (“frontlot”) versus those that were located off the lake or what he 
called “backlot” locations.  Attitudinal differences between “frontlot” and “backlot” 
owners were cited and are discussed later in this chapter.  In one of the most recent 
studies of second homeowners, Stedman (2006a, 2006b) revealed that in Villas County, 
Wisconsin some 82.7 percent of seasonal respondents possess lakefront property.  He 
identifies Villas County as “a landscape rich in surface water resources, which in turn 
provide(s) a strong draw for second home owners.  Villas County has 1,320 lakes, more 
than any other county in the state” (Stedman 2006a:192).   
Stewart and Stynes (2006) found that the shoreline access was a major 
characteristic in Northern Lower Michigan, Haward Lakes, Wisconsin and Walworth 
County, Wisconsin with 84, 92 and 80 percent of respondents citing this characteristic 
respectively.  Finally, in a study of second home distributions in the Upper Great Lake 
States (UGLS), Shellito (2006) indicated the presence of water as the second most 
influential variable in his model.  McGranahan (1999:19) offers one possible reason for 
the popularity of lakes in the Mid-Western states; “The qualities of attractive areas within 
regions appear to vary from one region to another, depending on the regional 
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endowments.  Thus, within the Midwest, much of which is relatively flat compared with 
the West and parts of the Northeast and South, lake areas are the primary attraction.”                     
While water bodies have obviously been shown to be an important environmental 
characteristic in the location of second homes, it is not the only amenity that is desirable.  
The presence of natural areas has also been shown to be of importance for a large portion 
of second homeowners.  In fact, Shellito (2006) reported the presence of natural areas as 
the predominant factor in the distribution of secondary residences in the UGLS.  This 
finding is consistent with the findings of previous research citing natural areas as 
important in the distribution of second homes (Coppock 1977b; Jaakson 1986; 
Kaltenborn 1997; Spotts 1991).  Shellito (2006:203) discusses accessibility and use of 
such natural areas by saying; “Most accessible natural areas in the USA lie within public 
lands, including National Parks, National Forests, National Lakeshores, State Parks, State 
Wildlife areas and County Parks.  These areas provide natural outdoor recreation 
amenities such as hunting, fishing, hiking, camping and boating.” 
A prime example of cherished natural areas associated with the United States is 
the United States Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) National Forests.  While these 
lands are public lands, some privately owned residences have been permitted by the 
USDA Forest Service since the turn of the twentieth century.  The National Forests 
Ownership Adjustment Program was “created to exchange areas suitable for wilderness, 
recreation and wildlife habitat-which at the same time were in private ownership-for 
public lands that were of lower priority in those regards” (Shellito 2006:203).  According 
to Lux and Rose (2006:295), “more than 19,000 recreation residences have been 
constructed, on 116 National Forests, in 27 states and in the territory of Puerto Rico.  As 
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of 2006, there are 14,285 cabin permits with 20-year terms; most located in the Far 
West.”  Other federal agencies have similar programs but are on a much smaller scale 
than the Forest Service’s program (Lux et al. 2000).   
In the Western United States, public lands are much more abundant than in other 
regions of the country, and therefore can be considered a major draw for second 
homeowners.  In addition, the growth in popularity of winter sports created a new draw 
for second homeowners, whose secondary residences are in National Forests, to use their 
property during the winter (Lux and Rose 2006).  Moreover, improved transportation 
technology (i.e. 4-wheel drive vehicles and better road maintenance in the winter) and 
infrastructure enabled access to more remote areas during the winter seasons.   
Climatic conditions also play a significant role in the decision to own a second 
home and migrate from one area to another based on the seasons.  As noted earlier 
“snowbirds” and “sunbirds” are a prime example of this sort of recurrent mobility.  The 
lure of physical comfort or the escape from winter’s harsh, cold conditions and summer’s 
heat and humidity is often a primary reason for owning a second home (Irvine and 
Cunningham 1990).  The locational attributes of an area, therefore, are extremely 
important in ones’ decision to purchase a secondary residence.  Depending on ones’ 
location those attributes may be water bodies, natural areas such as public lands, or 
simply a desirable seasonal climate.     
 
Recreational Motivations    
The desire to engage in desirable outdoor activities is another major draw for 
second homeowners, but one that has noticeable overlap with the previous section on 
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locational attributes.  Whether lake districts or mountainous environments, recreational 
activity is directly tied to the use of second homes.  Stedman (2006b) showed that second 
homeowners who make frequent use of their properties are more recreationally active 
than either year-round residents or second homeowners who visit their properties non-
frequently. 
The National Association of Realtors (2002) cited the following leisure activities 
as those reported by respondents to be important to them: beach, lake or water sports (69 
percent), boating (44 percent), hunting and fishing (36 percent), golf (21 percent), winter 
recreation (21 percent), biking, hiking or horseback riding (16 percent) and tennis (4 
percent).  All of these “leisure activities” are recreational in nature and with the exception 
of golf and tennis require natural amenities in order to engage in the activity.  Moreover, 
even golf and tennis can be enhanced by a scenic natural backdrop.  From this list of 
recreational endeavors, the linkage between the importance of second home locations and 
the recreational motivations of second homeowners is apparent.  Almost all, if not all, 
activities could be completed in a rural-recreational countryside that features a lake or 
similar water body.   
Perkins and Thorns (2006) discussed the growth of popularity in winter recreation 
among second homeowners as important for areas close to ski resorts.  This sort of 
recreation would be one specific example of a recreational activity that would in most 
cases be out of the reach of second homeowners in the majority of lakeside cottages, 
especially in the warmer climates of the Southern United States.    
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Rural Ideology 
 It has been shown that a large number of second homeowners temporarily migrate 
from their urban year-round residences to their second home in the rural countryside 
(Channen 2000; Stynes et al. 1997; Williams and Kaltenborn 1999; Williams and Van 
Patten 2006).  Clendenning et al. (2005) reported that nearly nine out of ten second 
homeowners in their sample had primary residences in metropolitan areas.  Obviously, in 
this context second homes represent a form of escape from the urban environment, as 
shown in the following quote from Channen (2000:83): “It is the [cultural and 
environmental] contrast from the city that makes it so much fun.”  The literature on this 
topic asserts that there is a plethora of things from which to escape (McIntyre et al. 2006).   
 Escape commonly deals with several themes; the desire of second homeowners to 
flee from the pressures and ills of the urban environment and its associated work place, as 
an escape or inversion to a place where life is lived differently from the year-round 
residence, as a chance to escape from modernity, and as a chance to escape to a place 
with different social characteristics (McIntyre, Roggenbuck, and Williams 2006).  The 
following quote from Halseth (1998:15) shows exactly these sort of escape sentiments: 
The summer home is a haven for personal renewal because it is not the real world 
but an ‘escape’.  As such, it stands in some ways as a condemnation of the 
pressures of urban life on the human spirit.  The journey to the summer house 
becomes, in effect, a ritualized and metaphorical journey along which the 
distractions of our everyday lives are stripped away.   
 
As such, quality of life in rural locales is often viewed by urban inhabitants as being 
significantly higher (Egan and Luloff 2000). Seasonal homeowners are commonly drawn 
to rural locations providing open spaces, recreational opportunities and natural aesthetics 
that are not available in urban settings (Green and Clendenning 2003).  Additionally, 
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Clout (1977) alludes to the importance of social ties in rural areas as an important 
element in the acquisition of second homes.  According to Perkins and Thorns (2006:75) 
in their discussion of the escape theme:  
second-home owners are escaping from stress, compulsive work, routine and 
alienated employment so that they may engage in, and experience: contrast, new 
realities, quality, simplicity, inconvenience, authenticity, uncommodified activity, 
new routines, time for and with others, rootedness, identity and sense of place.   
 
Cross (1992) concurs with this sentiment by suggesting that being at a summer home 
provides opportunity for a different lifestyle that is free from routine, noise and 
congestion of the urban environment, while also providing a sort of psychological escape 
from the pressures of modern life.         
 Via the concept of escape, home, work and leisure become segmented in time and 
space.  This concept is what Chaplin (1999) calls “consuming work and productive 
leisure”, in which the second home is different in function from the primary home.  
Essentially, Williams and Kaltenborn (1999:227) sum this concept up best by describing 
the fragmented nature of late modernity as a differentiation of both types of homes 
(primary and secondary) “by focusing the meaning of each on a particular segment of life 
(i.e. work and subsistence of urban daily life versus recreation and rejuvenation of 
cottage life).”  
 Another interesting notion has also arisen in regard to the phenomenon of escape.  
As the second home has been viewed as a means of escaping all sorts of pressures 
associated with urban life, so too can the primary residence be viewed as an escape to a 
more challenging life.   
In this situation, escape is therefore a two way track.  Second-home owners 
escape their primary homes for a simpler life during their holidays and, once 
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satiated, escape their second homes to have a more challenging, complex and 
stimulating life for the remainder of the time.  In this process, primary and second 
homes become extensions of each other-both in a sense home, and a place of 
escape. (Perkins and Thorns 2006:80)  
     
It is exactly this two-way escapism that allows for each individual setting (secondary and 
primary residence) to serve as a rejuvenating process.   
In a study on second home meaning in Northern Wisconsin, Stedman (2006b:142) 
reported that seasonal residents were more likely to view their lake as an escape from 
civilization than their year-round counterparts.  In essence, for second homeowners 
“escape is a product of the lens through which one engages the setting, rather than 
personal characteristics or the particular activities one engages in the setting.”  Therefore, 
escape is an important psychological concept for second homeowners and one that is not 
necessarily tied to the types of recreational activities they are engaged in, but nonetheless 
an essential element that needs not to be overlooked.   
 
Life Course          
     As shown earlier, the average age of second homeowners has been found to be 
older than the general population of the United States.  This indicates that the stage in life 
course is an important variable.  Coppock (1977b:9) alludes to the possibility of 
motivations changing based on life course, “particularly as between a family with young 
children, a family with older children, a middle-aged couple without children, and a 
retired couple; thus, a home which is acquired primarily as a place for holiday may come 
in time to be regarded as a potential place for retirement.”  Robertson (1977) believed 
that second homeowners constantly evaluated the utility of their second residence and 
that this utility evaluation varied as owners moved through their life course.  These 
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findings hint at what other authors have argued for (usually in the context of community 
attachment); the inclusion of marital and parental stage to be incorporated into a life cycle 
variable (Beggs, Hurlbert, and Haines 1996; Stinner et al. 1990).  In a study of 
Pennsylvania second homeowners which incorporated stages in the life course, Godbey 
and Bevins (1987:22) found the following:  
Those second home owners with school aged children seemed to desire more 
predictability.  This trend was accentuated among those in the post-parental stage, 
who wanted more planned opportunities for socialization and more regulation of 
[children’s] behavior.  Finally, those who retired to the second home community 
wanted to develop an infrastructure, complete with expanded libraries, hospital, 
and supermarket, which would be minimally distinguishable from their former 
primary communities.  
 
In can therefore be inferred that the later stages of the life cycle will be the most 
crucial for second home developments.  After all, it is the popularization of retirement as 
a stage in the life cycle, made possible by rising prosperity that has created a consumer 
class capable of recurrent mobility to second homes (McHugh 2006).  But as the needs 
and desires of second homeowners change with their life course, the destruction or loss of 
the originally desirable amenities or unique characteristics may be lost as the area begins 
looking more and more like typical primary home communities (Godbey and Bevins 
1987).       
This, however, does not necessarily provide the only lens from which to view the 
importance of secondary residences for retirees.  The purchase of a secondary residence 
can also have important effects on the entire family for generations to come.  The second 
home can provide a sense of continuity that may not exist in association with the year-
round residence.  Generations of family members can form fond memories of family 
gatherings at a seasonal residence.   
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My grandfather built it in the 30s.  This whole area had been logged and he was 
the original owner of the Lodge.  It’s still in my father’s name, but my brothers 
and I come up here and take care of it too.  [We are] trying to make sure that it 
stays in the family… All six of us brothers still use it.  And my folks come out 
here two to two and a half months a year. (Williams and Van Patten 2006:39)    
 
It is precisely these types of memories that lead to the formation of an attachment to the 
secondary residence as an emotional home.  This attachment would make the sale of such 
a place much more difficult than a year-round residence that has been owned for a 
relatively short period.   
 The purchasing of second homes is not always done for reasons of escape, family 
continuity, recreational values, etc.  There is a significant market for second homes as 
financial investments too.  This form of second homeownership can also be tied to stages 
in the life cycle.  While second homes are often associated with the retirement phase of 
life, they can also be purchased in preparation for retirement by individuals in earlier 
phases of their life cycle.  The building of equity and the appreciation of property values 
are important for the building of a financial base for retirement.  Similarly, the potential 
income to be gained from renting the property can be significant (Ragatz and Gelb 1970).  
It is not uncommon for very high weekly rentals to be obtained for residences in areas 
where ski resorts are common or ones in which the home is located on the waterfront or 
beach front (Ragatz and Gleb 1970).     
 The National Association of Realtors (2002) asserted that vacation homes bought 
as financial investments varied in a couple of ways from more traditional vacation homes.  
First, financial investments were more likely to be located closer to the primary residence 
of the purchaser with the average distance being 99 miles (in comparison to the average 
distance of non-financial properties being 185 miles).  In fact, 37 percent of financial 
40 
investment properties were located less than 25 miles from the year-round residence.  The 
second difference is the investment property’s actual location.  Investment properties 
were more common in suburban and urban areas, as shown by 42 percent of respondents 
indicating this was the case.  In addition, 30 percent of respondents indicated that their 
investment property was located either in resort or recreational areas, showing both a 
potential desire for recreational attributes and the option of renting the second home to 
others pursuing its recreational aspects.              
         
Status Attainment 
The final motivation for purchasing second homes that is discussed in the 
literature is one that has its academic roots in Veblen’s (1899) theory of conspicuous 
leisure.  Conspicuous leisure is a process of engaging in visible leisure in order to 
connote a high level of social status.  It does not take a stretch of the imagination to see 
how this concept relates to the owning of a second home.  As noted above, the ownership 
of a secondary residence is often for the purpose of engaging in recreational activities and 
therefore can be placed into Veblen’s definition of conspicuous leisure. 
 While no specific mentioning of Veblen appears in the literature on second 
homes, there is often passing reference to the increased social status that comes with 
owning a second home.  Gustafson (2006:31) ends his work by reminding readers that 
amenity migration and second homeownership, from a global perspective, “represents a 
privileged lifestyle, accessible only to a small fraction of the world’s population.”  
Therefore, when one purchases a second home they enter into an elite club that connotes 
an elevated status level that the everyday person cannot attain.  Early research on second 
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homes by Ragatz and Gleb (1970) and Coppock (1977b) alluded to status attainment as 
one potential motivation for second home ownership.   To date, limited research projects 
have specifically examined the role of status attainment in regard to second 
homeownership (Blau 1964; Redpath 1975; Roberts 1970).  In a study on the perceived 
impacts of outdoor recreation developments among cottagers in Canada, Suffron (1998) 
examined fifteen benefits of being at a secondary residence at the lake.  He found that 
social recognition or status attainment had the second lowest mean score from 
respondents.  Interestingly though, “backlot” owners (those whose properties are not 
lakefront) reported social recognition as an important benefit three times more often than 
lakefront owners.  This may be an indicator of the hierarchy of second homeownership, 
in that those who can afford the most desired properties already possess a certain level of 
status attainment, while those who purchase the cheaper “backlot” properties are 
attempting to increase their own social mobility across classes.        
     
Differences and Similarities Between Primary and Secondary Homeowners 
   While the demographic differences between second homeowners and year-round 
residents, such as income, age and education, have already been discussed earlier in this 
chapter, there are other distinctions to be considered.  The following section will attempt 
to shed light on differences and similarities between the two residential categories in 
terms of their attitudes, values and beliefs about community development and attachment.  
More specifically, the pertinent literature dealing with community attachment variables, 
such as the formation of social bonds, participation in community issues and affairs, and 
the sentimental dimension of community attachment, will be discussed in this section.     
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Attitudinal Differences about Community Development 
Understanding the dynamics of community has been an important research 
agenda within sociology for more than a century.  Much of the research dealing with 
community has focused on the effects of urbanization (Wirth 1938).  Toennies (1957) 
laid out a classic dualistic theory of social change in which he identified a continuum 
with two ideal types of communities existing at each pole.  At one pole is Gemeinschaft 
(community), or a homogeneous community characterized by kinship, family bonds, 
ascribed status, and overall close knit relationships.  At the other pole is Gesellschaft 
(usually translated as society or association), a heterogeneous community that has been 
subjected to modernization through urbanization, industrial life and increased personal 
mobility.  More recently, Warren (1978) used a social system approach to discuss the 
“great change,” in which community cohesion decreases due partly to residents’ lack of 
identification with the community.  These examinations of urbanization and decreases in 
community cohesion, via processes such as increased personal mobility, are relevant to 
communities facing increased population growth from amenity migrants and seasonal 
residents alike.     
 A telling quote from Halseth (1998:43) reveals the importance of dealing with 
future development concerns as well as the conflict that can and usually does arise of 
such concerns:  
The political pressures inherent in the commodification of the rural landscape and 
the invasion of new resident groups generate community struggle.  This is not just 
a struggle for access to or development of rural lands; the struggle is also a 
contest for control of local decision making power-control over the future of the 
locality.   
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Conflict over future development is commonly found between seasonal and year-round 
homeowners.  Several studies have shown that seasonal residents are much more likely to 
be opposed to future residential development, while year-round residents are more likely 
to favor said development (Gartner 1987; Girard and Gartner 1993; Green et al. 1996; 
Marans and Wellman 1978; Suffron 1998).  Two popular terms have been applied to this 
sort of desire by seasonal residents to stop any future development.  Gangplank theory 
(Voss 1980) or “last in syndrome” (Gartner 1987) are both terms used to explain the 
desire of persons to move to an area based on some advantageous characteristic (often 
environmental amenities), and then fight any future development so that no one else 
would be able to follow their path.  Seasonal residents and recent in-migrants to high 
amenity areas are commonly thought to be the primary source of this sort of anti-
development sentiment as they have often purchased a home based on the property’s 
amenity value (Gartner 1987).   
 A form of irony is also present in the picture painted above about seasonal 
residents attempting to stop further development.  Gartner (1987) showed that seasonal 
residents were significantly more likely to have their properties on the lakefront giving 
them a front row seat to watch the environmental degradation unfold, and also most 
likely to be the cause of the unfolding negative impacts on the lake.  Essentially, seasonal 
residents are in a state of cognitive dissonance, in that they see the degradation occurring, 
but are unable or unwilling to change their own actions to improve the situation.  It is not 
until the year-round residents begin to perceive and see the environmental damages that 
corrective political action can be taken, often after significant impacts have already 
occurred (Gartner 1987). 
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  The fear of community disruption, via new values and beliefs brought by new 
residents, should also not be ignored.  According to Smith and Krannich (2000:399), “the 
theoretical reasoning behind such assertions and conclusions is that newcomers of urban 
origin bring a particular sociocultural identity to the rural communities to which they 
migrate; this identity and the associated value orientations differ significantly from those 
held by longer-term residents.”  The term “culture clash” was used by Price and Clay 
(1980) and Jobes (1988) to signify this sort of tension between new residents and long-
standing ones.  In general, these sorts of clashes in attitudes and values are evident in 
issues related to the environment, land use, and growth and development concerns (Smith 
and Krannich 2000).  In their research, Smith and Krannich (2000) did not find 
overwhelming support for the culture clash theory and in many cases found evidence that 
the “gangplank thesis” was reversed, with year-round residents more concerned about 
negative effects from tourism development, economic development and maintaining 
traditional way of life.  Therefore, there is potential “promise that community changes 
and shifts created by seasonal homeowners may not be as disruptive as some might fear” 
(Clendenning et al. 2005:15).  Moreover, Smith and Krannich (2000) discussed the 
possibility that perceptions of culture clash may be the most important factor: 
These results do not indicate that conflict is not occurring in these communities.  
On the contrary, as suggested above, the social construction of newcomers and 
long-term residents into stereotypic categories based on the views, attitudes, and 
lifestyles of some of the groups’ members can give the conflict between the two 
groups a life of its own.  Where this occurs, it hardly matters whether the attitude 
differences between the two groups are perceived or real, so long as people 
believe them to be real (418).   
 
 While the majority of research into the “gangplank” and “culture clash” theories 
has been conducted in areas characterized by population increases due to recent in-
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migration, it is easy to see how the changes and tensions illuminated by these works may 
also relate to the growth of second homes and their effects on local communities.  Areas 
that are receiving large numbers of in-migrants due to high amenities are often also the 
same ones seeing an increase in second home sales.   
 
Community Attachment    
      Attachment to community has been a common research agenda for well over three 
decades (Brown 1993; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Theodori 2001).  Two models are 
often used as a theoretical guide to research on community attachment.  The linear 
development model puts forward the notion that community size is related in an inverted 
fashion to community attachment.   However, research incorporating this model has not 
found evidence in support of the thesis (Goudy 1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; 
Sampson 1988).   
The systemic model, on the other hand, posits that the size of a community does 
not aid in the ability to understand community attachment, but rather social position is a 
better predictor of community attachment (Beggs et al. 1996; Goudy 1990; Hunter 1975).  
In particular, length of residency in a community has been identified as the key 
independent variable affecting community attachment (Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; 
Sampson 1988).  In addition, other social position variables such as life cycle stage, 
socioeconomic status, and local context have been incorporated into research on 
community attachment (Brown, Geertsen, and Krannich 1989; Sampson 1988; Stinner et 
al. 1990).  As shown earlier in this chapter, most of these contextual variables have also 
been shown to differ between year-round and seasonal residents.       
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 The systemic model has commonly identified several dimensions of community 
attachment.  Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) identified three dimensions: 1) an interpersonal 
or local social bonds dimension, 2) a participation dimension, and 3) a sentimental 
dimension.  Stinner et al. (1990) also utilized three similar dimensions with the term 
amity being substituted for the local social bonds dimension.       
 The interpersonal or local social bonds dimension of community attachment is 
comprised by an element of socializing with family and friends.  In their exploration of 
‘networks as personal communities’ Wellman, Carrington, and Hall (1988) found that 
when respondents were asked to describe their network members, six distinct types 
emerged: kin (both immediate and extended), neighbors, friends, coworkers and 
organizational.  Of these types, friends and immediate kin were the most intimate while 
neighbors and coworkers were the most routine.   
 Packard (1972:16) uses the concept of social networks to describe an authentic 
community as “a social network of people of various kinds, ranks, and ages who 
encounter each other on the streets, in the stores, at sports parks, at communal gatherings.  
A good deal of personal interaction occurs [and there is a recognition of the network as a 
distinct] place with an ongoing character.”  Modern times, however, have brought about 
new technologies and incentives that allow individuals to reach outside of their locality, 
thereby forfeiting the deep social bonds associated with an authentic community (Fisher 
and Stueve 1977).  In the community literature this is known as the “community 
liberated” perspective (Fisher and Stueve 1977; Wellman and Leighton 1979).  
Secondary home ownership is a prime example of residents using the increased 
transportation technologies of the modern era to “escape” from their primary residence to 
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a high amenity area offering a different lifestyle.  The community liberated argument 
minimizes the importance of localized communities and “contends that sufficient primary 
ties are available in nonneighborhood networks to provide crucial social support and 
sociability” (Wellman and Leighton 1979: 378-379).  Therefore, when residents have 
multiple abodes it may be possible, or necessary, to forgo the formation or maintenance 
of deep social bonds in their secondary communities due to time constraints and the 
desire to pursue other activities during their limited time at the secondary residence.       
There are other arguments than the community liberated perspective though.  
Weber (1968, 1970) argues that a “community without propinquity” is possible when 
people sustain supportive social bonds outside of a traditional locality bounded 
community, via modern transportation and communication tools.  In this case the 
sentiments toward the community may be positive, but not necessarily on a level that 
causes high levels of commitment.  Janowitz (1951) call this a “community of limited 
liability”.  “This notion emphasizes that in a highly mobile society people may participate 
extensively in local institutions and develop community attachment, yet be prepared to 
leave these communities if local conditions fail to satisfy their immediate needs or 
aspirations” (Kasarda and Janowitz 1974:329).   
From a second homeowners’ perspective this may occur if their utopian second 
home location is viewed as being degraded via increased residential development or 
overcrowding of recreational areas.  Stedman (2006a) found that seasonal residents had 
the same level of involvement with other people in the setting as year-round residents, 
but that year-round residents were significantly more likely to view the area as a 
community of neighbors.  Seasonal residents were more likely to be attached to the area 
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via its environmental quality.  Therefore, if the environmental quality of the area was 
degraded or perceived as being degraded, then the attachment of the seasonal residents 
could begin to wane.     
Social interactions are the building blocks for the formation of social bonds and 
are viewed by some as the essential element of human communities (Kaufman 1959; 
Wilkinson 1991).  Theodori and Luloff (2000) distinguish between two types of 
interactions; individual level and community level interactions.  Their measures of 
individual level interactions include those that involve family, friends, neighbors and 
acquaintances.  Community level interaction, on the other hand, is not merely an 
aggregation of individual level interactions, but rather has to do with activities and 
interactions directed explicitly toward the improvement of the overall well-being of local 
societies or communities (Wilkinson 1989).  Theodori and Luloff (2000) measure 
community level social interactions by examining the number of hours a resident spends 
taking part in an organized or planned group activity that involves other members of the 
community and participation in a community improvement activity.  Their measures 
illustrate the complexity of measuring the multiple dimensions of community attachment.  
Community level social interactions, such as those measured by Theodori and Luloff 
(2000), are considered by some as measures of the participation dimension of community 
attachment (Kasarda and Janowitz 1974).   
The participation dimension of community attachment most frequently uses the 
number of local community organizations that a member of the community belongs to 
(Goudy 1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Stinner et al. 1990).  However, Beggs et al. 
(1996) point to studies on voluntary organizations (see Knoke 1986; Knoke and Thomson 
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1977) that find differing types of participation depending on the type of voluntary 
organization, and therefore use four domain-specific measures of community 
participation.  A different approach to measuring community participation was taken by 
Matarrita-Cascante et al. (2006).  Their measure of community participation sought to 
account for an altruistic intent to interact with other local residents in an attempt to 
improve community, rather than previous measures that appeared to focus on special 
interests within the community.  These measures included indicators such as working 
with other residents, attending public meetings, contacting a public official, serving as an 
officer in a community organization, serving on a local committee, and serving on a 
voluntary community service organization.   
The sentiment dimension of community attachment has been anything but 
uniform in the indicators chosen to measure it by various researchers (Theodori and 
Luloff 2000).  Some have used a global measure of community satisfaction to measure 
attachment (Austin and Baba 1990; Stinner et al. 1990; Wasserman 1982), while others 
have measured attachment using sentiments such as a feeling of belonging, sorrow over a 
forced move, and an interest in knowing what goes on in the community (Goudy 1977; 
Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Theodori and Luloff 2000).  The use of community 
satisfaction as a measure of sentiments toward the community, however, has received 
some criticism.  Several researchers have asserted that community satisfaction and 
community attachment, while correlated, have different conceptual foundations (St. John, 
Austin, and Baba 1986; Theodori 2000).  In addition, Guest and Lee (1983:234) have 
asserted that “satisfaction with an area is believed to reflect its utilitarian value for 
meeting certain basic needs, such as adequate shelter and safety, while sentiment 
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indicates a less rational and more gut-level emotional feeling.”  Similarly, Connerly and 
Marans (1985) have viewed satisfaction as being an indicator of a cognitive element, 
while attachment is more of an indicator of affective component.  Finally, Mesch and 
Manor (1998:509) concluded that “it is possible to be satisfied where one lives and to not 
be particularly attached to place.”        
More recently, Matarrita-Cascante et al. (2006) used a composite index of five 
indicators to measure community attachment.  Included in their index were variables 
measuring feelings of belonging, acceptance, trust, helpfulness, and a sense that the 
community is a “real home”.  While the authors of this work did not specifically allude to 
their measure as tapping the sentiments dimension of community attachment, the 
indictors used are indeed attempting to measure sentiments toward the local community.     
The usefulness of a multidimensional conceptualization of community attachment 
has been shown in numerous studies (Beggs et al. 1996; Goudy 1990; Stinner et al. 1990; 
Theodori 2001).  Conceptualizing community attachment in a multidimensional fashion 
has allowed for examination of how independent variables affect each of the different 
dimensions.  As stated earlier, length of residence has commonly been found to be related 
to all three dimensions of community attachment (Beggs et al. 1996; Goudy 1990; 
Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Matarrita-Cascante et al. 2008).  Goudy (1990) found that 
higher social standing and an increased life cycle stage were significantly related to 
community sentiments, while income had a negative association with local social bonds.  
Stinner et al. (1990) discovered that social bonds in an area depend mainly on life cycle 
phase, in that those who are advanced to the “empty nest” phase have the greatest 
friendship networks.   
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Whereas many variables have been found to be associated with the three 
commonly conceptualized dimensions of community attachment, there has been much 
less examination of how each of the dimensions affect one another.  The limited research 
that has examined these relationships does so in a manner that attempts to determine if 
the multiple indicators of each dimension are in any way related to one another, rather 
than attempting to determine whether the overall latent constructs (i.e. dimensions) are 
related.  One example is Goudy (1990:183) who discovered that:  
the social bonds are related to the sentiments.  Friends and people known are 
particularly important indicators of sense of community and sorrow about leaving.  
Organizational memberships and people known are most strongly related to 
interest in the community.  These relationships are generally positive, indicating 
that greater attachment through social bonds leads to greater attachment through 
sentiments toward the local community.  The lone exception is the relationship 
between relatives and interest; residents with more relatives living nearby are less 
interested in local affairs.  Although this is one of the weakest relationships in the 
table, it indicates that familial ties may at times conflict with goals of community 
life.    
 
While this research is valid and important, it does appear to dissect the dimensions of 
community attachment in a way that determines only partial associations among the 
dimensions.  For example, friends and people known (i.e social bonds) were shown to be 
important indicators of two elements of community sentiments, while the third 
community sentiment element (interest in the community) was most strongly related to 
organizational membership (i.e. community participation).  This raises the question of 
which dimension, social bonds or participation, has the greatest effect on sentiments 
toward the community.  An analysis that seeks to examine the relationship between each 
overarching latent dimension of community attachment would be more appropriate.  An 
even more appropriate first step, however, is to determine if each of the three 
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aforementioned dimensions of community attachment are actually measuring important 
elements of this construct.   
 The final important piece of literature incorporates the dichotomy between year-
round and seasonal residents into the analysis of attachment.  Stedman (2006a) found that 
attachment was formed differently based on residential categories.  Seasonal residents’ 
attachment was predicated on the environmental quality of the “Up North” setting and as 
an escape from everyday life, while year-round residents’ attachment is based on social 
networks and feelings of community.    
Taken as a whole, this review of the literature on community attachment shows 
that the base on which ones’ attachment is formed is in all likelihood different between 
residential categories.  An analysis incorporating a latent variable structure is needed to 
examine if different dimensions of community attachment are better predictors for 
disparate residential categories.      
 
Summary 
 The literature summarized in this chapter is by no means inclusive of all materials 
related to seasonal homeownership and community attachment, but instead is a focused 
examination of material pertinent to the research goals of this project.  As such, this 
chapter has presented the reader with a brief history of the seasonal home phenomena in 
the United States, statistics associated with seasonal homes, motivations behind or 
reasons for purchasing seasonal homes, and differences and similarities between seasonal 
and year-round homeowners’ attitudes, values and beliefs about community development 
and attachment.  This literature review will guide the examination of the research 
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questions set forth in chapter one, and provides the framework from which to interpret 
the findings of the research.   The next section describes the research expectations for this 
study.   
 
Research Expectations 
 The review of the literature regarding differences between seasonal and year-
round homeowners has shown mixed evidence regarding motivations behind ownership, 
and attachment to community.  This mixed evidence highlights the complexity of factors 
involved in a study of this nature.  These factors include sociodemographics, frequency 
of visitation (for seasonal residents) and measures used to identify attachment 
characteristics.  This study sets forth the following expectations: 
1. The theoretical dimensions of community attachment, as measured in this study, 
will all prove to be relevant and important for the overall latent construct of 
community attachment.  Several studies have shown the usefulness of a 
multidimensional conceptualization of community attachment (Beggs et al. 
1996; Goudy 1990; Stinner et al. 1990; Theodori 2001).   
 
2. The foundations of community attachment will differ for year-round and 
seasonal residents.  Following the results of Stedman (2006a), year-round 
residents’ attachment will be based on social bonds in the area, while seasonal 
residents’ attachment will be based less on social bonds in the area and therefore 
based more on sentiments and community participation.   
 
3. Levels of attachment to the community, across all three conceptual dimensions, 
will vary for seasonal residents based on their frequency of visits to their second 
homes.  Seasonal residents who more frequently visit their secondary properties 
will have higher levels of community attachment than their less frequent 
counterparts.  This expectation is based on the fact that the frequency of 
visitation measure for seasonal residents serves as a proxy measure for length of 
residence, the most often cited key predictor of community attachment (Kasarda 
and Janowitz 1974; Sampson 1988).   
 
4. Likewise, levels of attachment to the community, across all three conceptual 
dimensions, will vary for year-round residents based on their length of 
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residency.  Year-round residents who have lived in the community for more 
than ten years will have higher levels of community attachment, as length of 
residence has been identified as the key independent variable affecting 
community attachment (Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Sampson 1988).    
 
5. Motivational factors for purchasing residential property will play a role in the 
formation of multiple dimensions of community attachment for both types of 
residents. 
 
a. Financial motivations for purchasing residential property will be 
negatively associated with the sentiments and social bonds dimensions, 
but positively associated with the participation dimension of community 
attachment.  This expectation is based on the notion that residents who 
purchase residential property as a source of income will be less likely to 
spend quality time in those communities and therefore will not have the 
opportunity to development positive sentiments or social bonds with other 
residents.  They will, however, be more likely to participate in community 
issues that may affect their financial well-being (issues surrounding 
zoning ordinances, property values, etc.)        
 
b. The rural character of an area as a motivation for purchasing residential 
property will be important for the development of the sentimental 
dimension of community attachment for seasonal residents.  The concept 
of “escape” from one’s primary residence to a rural area that affords 
higher quality of life will be manifested through elevated sentimental 
attachment among seasonal residents.      
 
c. The importance of natural amenities as a motivational factor for 
purchasing residential property will be an important predictor for the 
sentiments and participation dimensions of community attachment for 
both seasonal and year-round residents.  The expectation that natural 
amenities are important for seasonal residents stems from Stedman’s 
(2006a, 2006b) work with seasonal residents in Wisconsin, while the 
prospect that natural amenities are important for year-round residents’ 
attachment comes from the work of Brehm, Eisenhauer, and Krannich 
(2006) who explored the importance of an area’s natural amenities for 
overall community attachment.  It is also expected that the social bonds 
dimension will not be significantly affected by the importance of natural 
amenities because it is mainly a social variable with few empirical links to 
the natural environment.            
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODS 
 
Research Setting 
This study focuses on two different regions within the state of Utah (Figure 2).  
The first region, a five-county area in southern Utah, consists of the following counties; 
Garfield, Iron, Kane, Washington, and Wayne.  These counties were selected for 
inclusion in this study due to their generally rural character, high levels of natural 
amenities and public lands, and increases in second home development.  The second 
region included in this study is a county in north central Utah.  Summit County is also 
included because of its high amenity values, presence of public lands and increases in 
second homes.  This region, however, differs from the southern Utah region in that it is 
an alpine mountain setting that is best known for its world renowned ski resorts and its 
proximity to Salt Lake City, the largest metropolitan area in the state of Utah.  
 
Garfield County 
 Garfield County is in south central Utah and borders Iron County to the west, 
Piute and Wayne Counties to the north, San Juan County to the east, and Kane County to 
the South.  It also has at least a portion of the following public lands located within its 
borders: Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument, Capital Reef and Bryce Canyon 
National Parks, Dixie National Forest, and Glen Canyon National Recreation Area.  In 
1999, Garfield County had 90 percent of its land base publicly owned (Table 3; Utah 
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2000).  Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
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and United States Forest Service (USFS) lands account for approximately 2.5 million 
acres in Garfield County.  Between the Henry Mountains in the northeast and forested, 
high plateaus in the western section of the county, there are eleven peaks over 10,000 feet 
in elevation.  In addition, Panguitch Lake is known as one of the state’s prime fishing 
waters (Utah State Historical Society 1998a).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2.  Utah study counties, urban areas, and county seats. 
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Table 3.  1999 Estimated Land Ownership in Utah Study Counties 
County 
Bureau of 
Land 
Management 
Forest 
Service 
National 
Rec. 
Area 
USFS and 
BLM 
Wilderness 
Areas 
National 
Parks 
Other 
Lands 
Total 
Federal 
Acres 
Federal 
as % of 
total 
Garfield  1,489,829 1,011,544 305,563 25,100 142,199 8,094 2,982,329 90.00 
Iron  957,731 236,507 0 7,083 8,859 0 1,210,180 57.30 
Kane  1,633,909 125,342 381,627 21,426 18,265 0 2,180,569 85.40 
Summit  1,482 350,638 0 164,267 0 0 516,388 43.10 
Washington  629,170 345,188 0 52,101 132,018 0 1,158,477 74.50 
Wayne 893,447 159,976 98,370 0 198,973 0 1,350,765 85.60 
Source: Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget 2000 
  
The archeological remnants of two major prehistoric Indian cultures, the Fremont 
and Anasazi, are present in Garfield County, while the Southern Paiute and Ute Native 
Americans used the land in historic times.  The first white settlers entered the Panguitch 
area in 1864 only to abandon it during the Black Hawk War (1865-1868).  Resettlement 
occurred in 1871 and the territorial legislature created the county in 1882, naming it after 
the assassinated President James A. Garfield.  Cattle ranching and timbering, a reflection 
of its vast rangelands and large forest reserves, have been some of the county’s most 
important industries since pioneer times.  More recently, the recreation industry has been 
of importance as well.  The seasonal nature of these industries, however, has often given 
the county higher than average unemployment (Utah State Historical Society 1998a).   
 As shown in Table four below, Garfield County is still completely rural to this 
day, with a population of 4,735 or less then one person per square mile.  Panguitch is the 
county seat and considered the population center of the county with 1,623 residents in the 
year 2000.  In 2000, approximately 35 percent of the housing stock was owned for 
seasonal, recreational or occasional purposes, a nearly five percent increase from 1990.            
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Table 4.  Population and Housing Occupancy Change in Study Counties, 1970-2000 
      Garfield Iron Kane Summit Washington  Wayne  
1960 3,577 10,795 2,667 5,673 10,271 1,728 
1970 3,157 12,177 2,421 5,879 13,669 1,483 
1980 3,673 17,349 4,024 10,270 26,065 1,911 
1990 3,980 20,789 5,169 15,518 48,560 2,177 
Total 
Population 
2000 4,735 33,779 6,046 29,736 90,354 2,509 
         
1960 100.00% 30.00% 100.00% 100.00% 50.00% 100.00% 
1970 100.00% 25.00% 100.00% 100.00% 48.00% 100.00% 
1980 100.00% 36.76% 100.00% 72.51% 44.59% 100.00% 
1990 100.00% 35.34% 38.87% 71.21% 26.15% 100.00% 
Population, % 
Rural 
2000 100.00% 34.94% 54.78% 51.91% 19.89% 100.00% 
         
1970 0.6 3.7 0.6 3.2 5.6 0.6 
1980 0.7 5.3 1 5.6 10.8 0.8 
1990 0.8 6.3 1.3 8.4 20 0.9 
Population 
Density 
(persons per 
square mile) 2000 0.9 10.2 1.5 16.1 37.2 1 
         
1960-1970 -11.70% 12.80% -9.20% 3.63% 33.10% -14.20% 
1970-1980 16.30% 42.50% 66.20% 74.69% 90.70% 28.90% 
1980-1990 8.40% 19.80% 28.50% 51.10% 86.30% 13.90% 
Population, % 
change 
1990-2000 19.00% 62.50% 17.00% 91.62% 86.10% 15.30% 
         
1970-1980 45.60% 67.60% 115.00% 130.77% 121.60% 49.00% 
1980-1990 40.60% 36.00% 48.10% 127.39% 100.80% 25.10% % change in housing units 
1990-2000 11.20% 60.20% 16.40% 55.37% 86.90% 25.30% 
         
1970 104 121 10 775 171 1 
1980       
1990 923 1,533 1,214 3,636 2,708 207 
Housing: For 
seasonal, 
recreational or 
occasional use 2000 965 1,986 1,256 6,114 4,364 309 
         
1990 37.10% 18.00% 37.50% 29.61% 13.90% 19.50% % seasonal 
homes 2000 34.90% 14.60% 33.30% 36.32% 12.00% 23.30% 
        
1970-1990 787.50% 1166.94% 12040.00% 369.16% 1483.63% 20600.00% 
1990-2000 4.55% 29.55% 3.46% 68.15% 61.15% 49.28% 
% change in 
seasonal 
homes 1970-2000 827.88% 1541.32% 12460.00% 688.90% 2452.05% 30800.00% 
 
Iron County 
 Iron County is located in southwestern Utah and is bordered by the state of 
Nevada on its west, Washington and Kane Counties to its south, Garfield County to the 
east and Beaver County to the north.         
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The presence of coal in eastern portions and iron ore in western portions of the 
county inspired its name.  According to the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Budgeting (2000), Iron County has approximately 57 percent of its land base under 
federal ownership (Table 3).  Some of the more popular natural amenity attractions 
located within Iron County include: Cedar Breaks National Monument, portions of the 
Dixie National Forest and Zion National Park, and a small ski resort named Brian Head.   
Similar to Garfield County, Iron County was home to the Fremont Indians who 
created granaries and pit houses which date back to 750 to 1250 AD.  The tribal 
headquarters of the Southern Piute Indian Reservation is also located within its borders.  
The first Anglo-American to visit the area was in 1826 when the famous fur trader 
Jedediah S. Smith passed through.  Later, Mormon leader Brigham Young dispatched 
settlers to the area to form the mother colony of the southern frontier.  In 1851 settlers 
established Cedar City and Parowan, the county seat of Iron County (Utah State 
Historical Society 1998b).   
 While Parowan is the county seat, it has a population of only 2,565, according to 
the 2000 census.  The urban hub of the county is Cedar City, formerly known as Coal 
Creek.  The total population of Iron County in 2000 was 33,779 with nearly 60 percent of 
that population concentrated in Cedar City.  The remaining population of the county is 
predominately classified as rural (34.94 percent).   
Table four illustrates the fluctuations in housing and population experienced in 
Iron County since 1960.  While population growth occurred in every decade, the amount 
of growth fluctuated greatly.  During the non-metropolitan turnaround of the 1970s the 
population grew by over 42 percent, but the population growth slowed to less than 20 
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percent during the 1980s.  The rural renaissance of the 1990s once again created large 
population increases (62.5 percent).   
Along with the population boom of the 1990s, Iron County also saw a boom in 
housing units.  Between 1990 and 2000 there was approximately a 60 percent increase in 
the total number of housing units.  In addition, during the same time period there was an 
increase of nearly 30 percent in housing categorized as for seasonal, recreational or 
occasional use.  This growth in seasonal homes proved to be the fourth highest among the 
study counties.  Cedar City witnessed only a 1.6 percent increase in seasonal residences 
during the decade of the 1990s (Williams 2006), indicating that the rural areas of the 
county are the primary magnets for seasonal home development.   
 
Kane County          
Kane County is located on the border of Arizona in southern Utah and is adjacent 
to Washington County to the west, Iron and Garfield Counties to the north, and San Juan 
County to the east.  Over 85 percent of Kane County’s land is owned by the federal 
government (Table 3).  The majority of the Grand Staircase-Escalante National 
Monument and portions of the Dixie National Forest, Glen Canyon National Recreation 
Area and Lake Powell are located within Kane County.   
 Kane County is predominately a high desert landscape with a small portion in the 
northwest corner being forested.  Once again, Kane County was home to the Anasazi 
Indian Culture during prehistoric times and Southern Paiutes during historic times.  In the 
mid-1860s, Kanab, the current county seat, and several other towns were settled only to 
be soon abandoned.  Resettlement of Kanab occurred in 1870 by Levi Stewart and others 
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at the request of Brigham Young.  Soon after, an experiment in communal living was 
undertaken, once again at the request of Brigham Young, with the formation of a “United 
Order” at Orderville in 1874.  While this sort of communal living was not uncommon in 
the days following the formation of Orderville, it proved to be longer-lived and more 
successful there than in other areas.  By the mid 1880s, the Mormon Church’s support for 
the idea waned, and the United Order of Orderville was dissolved (Utah State Historical 
Society 1998c).       
 An interesting development occurred in Kane County in 1922.  The Hollywood 
movie entitled Deadwood Coach was filmed in Kanab, which led to the development of 
facilities for the production crew.  Lodging, food and other services sprang up to cater to 
the film crew and by the 1930s Kanab became known as “Little Hollywood” because of 
the number of films that were being shot there (Utah State Historical Society 1998c).   
 In addition to Kane County’s designation as “Little Hollywood”, the 1920s and 
1930s started the foundation for Kanab as a tourist center for individuals visiting the three 
surrounding National Parks (Bryce Canyon, Zion, and the Grand Canyon).  The 
construction of the Glen Canyon Dam in 1956 brought about an economic and population 
boom for Kanab.  As Table four shows, however, that population boom did not last into 
the next decade with the population declining by nearly ten percent.  This was not the end 
of the story though as the creation of Lake Powell (thanks to the Glen Canyon Dam) 
brought additional service related industries to Kanab to take advantage of the fishing and 
boating opportunities provided by the lake.  It should be noted, however, that during both 
the 19th and 20th centuries the majority of residents in Kane County were associated with 
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ranching and farming rather than the service industry, particularly in portions of the 
county other than Kanab (Utah State Historical Society 1998c).   
 Kane County is listed in the 2000 census as have a population of 6,046.  The 
county seat of Kanab is the only urban center, with a 2000 population of 3,564.  The rest 
of the county (54.78 percent) is considered rural by the US Census Bureau.  In fact, the 
entire county was listed by the Census Bureau as rural until the 1990 census.  The overall 
population density for Kane County is approximately one and one half persons per square 
mile.    
 The housing stock in the county has not grown as fast in recent decades as it did 
during the Glen Canyon Dam boom.  During the period between 1990 and 2000 there 
was only a 16 percent increase in the housing stock.  Seasonal homes in the area 
represented 37.5 percent of the housing stock in 1990 and 33.3 percent in 2000.  Even 
though the proportion of seasonal homes to the total housing stock decreased during the 
1990s, the actual number of seasonal homes increased, as shown by a percent change in 
seasonal homes of 3.46 percent, the lowest of all the study counties (Table 4).         
 
Washington County           
    Washington County is located in extreme southwestern Utah and is bordered by 
Arizona to the south, Nevada to the west, Iron County to the north and Kane County to 
the east.  Named for President George Washington, the county was first formed in 1852 
and originally ran the entire width of the Utah Territory (some 600 miles).  Its current 
boundaries were established in 1892.  The area is commonly known as “Dixie” because it 
encompasses a large area that is known for mild winters and its distinction as having the 
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highest average temperatures in the state (Utah State Historical Society 1998e).  Federal 
lands comprise some 75 percent of the land base in the county, due predominantly to the 
presence of the Dixie National Forest and Zion National Park (Table 3).       
 The early history of the area is analogous to the other southern Utah study 
counties.  Traces of prehistoric cultures, such as the Archaic and Anasazi, have been 
recorded in the area, while the Virgin and Santa Clara rivers later attracted occupation by 
the Southern Piute Indians.  Euro-American colonization of the area began as an 
experiment in 1852 with numerous towns being settled.  The county seat, St. George, was 
settled in 1861 when Mormon Church leaders sent families to the area to raise cotton, 
figs, olives, grapes, sugar, almonds, and tobacco.  The most successful products at the 
time proved to be cotton, wine, and molasses.  Between 1875 and 1880 a boom in mining 
occurred in the town of Silver Reef, with Wells Fargo reportedly shipping over eight 
million in bullion from the mines (Utah State Historical Society 1998e).   
 The population of the county in 1970 was 10,271, but expanded nine-fold by 
2000, when the population reached 90,354.  This is by far the largest growth of any 
county in terms of population in the study area.  By 2000, St. George, with a population 
of 49,663, had emerged as a main population center in the region.  The rural character of 
the county as a whole has changed over the same time as well.  In 1970 50 percent of the 
county population was classified as rural, while according to the 2000 census less than 20 
percent of the population was located in rural areas.  This is also evident in the population 
density of 37.2 people per square mile (Table 4).  In 1970, only 171 houses were listed as 
being used for seasonal or migratory purposes, but that number has increased 
dramatically, reaching 4,364 in 2000.  This represents an increase of close to 2500 
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percent during that time.  Currently, Washington County has the second highest number 
of seasonal residences among the study area counties.  This is also evidenced in the fact 
that the percent change in housing units outpaced the percent change in population in all 
of the last three decades of the 20th century.   
 The economic situation in the county has changed markedly since the time of its 
founding.  As previously stated, early economic activity was dominated by agriculture, 
but has shifted to a much more diversified mix since.  With Zion National Park located 
largely within Washington County’s border, tourism has become an important piece of 
the economic puzzle.  Zion is one of the most visited National Parks in America with 
over 2.5 million visitors in 2006 (National Park Service Visitation Statistics 2005).  
Growth in the trade and service industry has occurred to meet the demand by tourists and 
also the popularity of the area as a retirement destination.  Thousands of winter residents 
flock to the area and fill communities such as Bloomington, located just south of St. 
George.   
 
Wayne County     
 Wayne County is located in south central Utah and is the northern-most county in 
the study area.  It is bordered by Sevier and Emery Counties to the north, San Juan 
County to the east, Garfield County to the south and Piute County to the west.  Over 85 
percent of Wayne County’s land base is owned by the federal government (Table 3).  
This is seen in the presence of the following parks, forests and recreation areas: Dixie and 
Fishlake National Forests, Glen Canyon National Recreation Area and Capital Reef and 
Canyonlands National Parks.  According to the US Census Bureau, in 1960 Wayne 
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County was 100 percent rural with a population of 1,728.  By the year 2000 not much had 
changed, as the county is still 100 percent rural with the population increasing to only 
2,509.  The population density is approximately one person per square mile (Table 4).  
The county seat, Loa, is the largest population center in the county with 525 persons 
residing there in 2000.   
 Evidence of Pleistocene species such as the sloth, horse, mammoth, bison and 
camel have all been unearthed by scientists in the county.  In addition, Archaic and 
Fremont Indian sites have been dated to between 6300 B.C. and 450 A.D.  The Ute 
Indians also occupied the area in historic times (Utah State Historical Society 1998f).  
The entire county is within the Colorado Plateau and is remotely located relative to any 
urban populations in Utah or adjoining states.   
 Due to its remote character, most towns were not settled until after 1880 and the 
county itself was created from Piute County in May of 1892.  The oldest industry in 
Wayne County is ranching and livestock raising, with beef cattle, dairy cows, sheep and 
poultry all playing a part in the development of an agricultural economy.  Western 
Wayne County was affected by the creation of the National Forest System in the early 
20th century, when access to the lands used for grazing cattle was reduced as a result of 
the National Forest designation.  Both tourism and lumbering also play a part in the 
economy of Wayne County today.  Tourism was aided by the formation of roads through 
the county during the Great Depression.  There were three Civilian Conservation Corp 
(CCC) camps located within the county’s border and these camps were established to 
build roads, small water projects and campsites.  Eventually some of the roads built 
during the CCC’s time became major highways and increased access for tourists to many 
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scenic attractions (Utah State Historical Society 1998f).  These roads also provided 
quicker access to the services associated with the nearest commercial center in Richfield 
(located in neighboring Sevier County).     
 Similar to the other counties in the study area, Wayne County experienced its 
largest increases in population during the 1970s (28.9 percent) and 1990s (15.3 percent) 
following the natural patterns of nonmetropolitan turnaround, reversal and rebound that 
spanned those three decades (Table 4).  The change in housing units also increased at a 
higher percentage than did the population during this time, a reflection of the 
development of seasonal abodes.  While in 1970 only one housing unit was listed as 
being for seasonal purposes, that number grew to 309 in 2000, representing the largest 
percentage increase of any county in the Southern Utah study area.   
 
Summit County 
 Summit County represents a separate region within this study, as it is not located 
in the same section of Utah as the other five counties.  Summit County is located in north 
central Utah and shares a border with the State of Wyoming and Utah’s Morgan County 
to the north, Daggett County to the east, Duchesne and Wasatch Counties to the south, 
and Salt Lake County to the west.  According to the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Budgeting (2000), Summit County has approximately 42 percent of its land under 
federal ownership and management, most of which falls within the High Uintah 
Wilderness Area in the Wasatch Cache and Ashley National Forests.  There are also 
several world renowned ski resorts in the county as well as Utah Olympic Park, the site 
of the 2002 Winter Olympics.   
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 Summit County was created in 1854 from the existing counties of Green River 
and Great Salt Lake.  Its name stems from the fact that 39 of Utah’s highest peaks are 
located within the county’s borders, due largely to the presence of the Wasatch 
Mountains and Uinta Mountains.  Unlike the other counties in the study area, Summit 
County does not have any indicators of occupation by prehistoric Indian cultures, but was 
a known hunting ground for the Northern Shoshone Indians.  Fur trappers first visited the 
area in the early 19th century followed soon after by Mormon Pioneers in 1847.  The year 
before Mormon pioneers entered Utah, Lansford Hasting, a California promoter, 
announced a new trail that would cut off hundreds of miles on the California excursion.  
This new trail went directly through Summit County, but did not prove to be a positive 
experience, as the first party to use it was the famous Donner-Reed party.  It took so long 
for the party to blaze a trail and get through the area that they were late arriving at the 
Sierra Nevada Mountains and ran into snow.  The rest of this story is unfortunately well 
known history.  The following year, however, Mormon Pioneers used portions of the 
trail, before branching off to the south to enter Salt Lake Valley.  This would become the 
main trail for the immigration of Mormons to Utah.  Later in 1869, the Union Pacific 
railroad also used part of the trail to construct their rail line through the area (Utah State 
Historical Society 1998d).    
 The first permanent settlers to Summit County arrived in 1850 and founded 
Parley’s Peak, followed soon after by Wanship, Coalville, Hoytsville and Henefer.  In the 
late 1850s and early 1860s coal was discovered in the area and Mormons took advantage 
of this resource, hauling tons into the Salt Lake Valley.  A new discovery, however, soon 
overshadowed coal and dominated the economy of the county.  Silver, lead and zinc were 
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found in the Wasatch Mountains in the 1870s and the mining town of Park City was 
founded in 1872.  Many fortunes were made between 1872 and the 1950s, when mining 
become unprofitable.  Park City nearly became a ghost town following the collapse of the 
mining industry in the area (Utah State Historical Society 1998d). 
 Summit County’s population in 2000 was 29,736, a 91.62 percent increase from 
1990 (Table 4).  The county seat is Coalville with a population of 1,382.  The 
predominant urban center, however, is Park City with a population of 7,371 in 2000.  
While Summit County is listed as part of the Salt Lake City Metropolitan Area, over half 
(51.91 percent) of the population is deemed rural.  The overall population density for the 
county is 16.1 persons per square mile.  During the last full decade (1990-2000), seasonal 
residences increased by nearly 70 percent, and over the last 30 years of the 20th century 
seasonal residences increased by nearly 700 percent (Table 4).  The overall numbers of 
seasonal abodes show that Summit County has the most seasonal residences of any of the 
six study counties.     
 The increase in seasonal residences between 1970 and 2000 reflects the changes 
in the economic character of Summit County after the collapse of the mining industry.  
Following the mining collapse, Summit County had a rebirth as a winter sports center, 
culminating in the 2002 Winter Olympics.  Although winter sports are considered the 
main economic engine, these activities occur mainly in the western section of the county, 
with the eastern portion still noted for farming and ranching.  In addition to the winter 
sports surrounding Park City, there is also a large film festival that occurs in Park City 
every January.  The Sundance Film Festival draws thousands of tourists, movie stars and 
film executives to the area every year.  This festival is well known throughout the world 
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and undoubtedly serves to familiarize affluent members of society with the recreational 
opportunities afforded in Summit County. 
  
Similarities among Study Counties  
 Based on the previous description of the six study counties, several similarities 
can be found.  First, the population figures (Table 4) show that the often cited 
nonmetropolitan turnaround of the 1970s was experienced in all six counties, as seen in 
their respective population increases.  This trend continued with the slowing in rural 
population growth during the 1980s, and a subsequent population rebound in the 1990s.  
Second, the presence of federal lands is high in all six counties.  Ranging from a low of 
43.1 percent in Summit County to the high of 90 percent in Garfield County, federal 
lands are a significant presence in all six counties.  Finally, growth of housing units at 
higher rates than population increases occurred in three study counties, while in the 
remaining three counties housing and population grew at similar rates.  This fact, when 
coupled with the vast growth in seasonal housing units over time, suggests that seasonal 
residents are likely to play an important role in the future of each of these counties. 
  
Study Background and Survey Description 
 This research draws upon data collected through two different but linked projects, 
both aimed at examining the seasonal homeowner population as well as the social, 
economic and demographic changes that are occurring in the study areas.  Survey data 
from the five southern Utah counties were collected as part of a project conducted by The 
Institute for Social Science Research on Natural Resources at Utah State University in 
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conjunction with Pennsylvania State University and the University of Wisconsin-
Madison.  The second project also utilized survey data, but was undertaken solely by the 
Institute for Social Science Research on Natural Resources at Utah State University via 
funding from the Utah Agricultural Experiment Station.   
 The survey instrument for southern Utah was created during the fall of 2003 and 
implemented in 2004.  Given that this study sought to examine seasonal and year-round 
populations in the region, two parallel survey instruments were created: one designed to 
examine the opinions and orientations of year-round residents in the area, and the other 
directed to seasonal residents.  Williams (2006:69) discussed the pre-testing of the 
instrument as follows: 
Employing phone interviews, pre-testing was conducted with both permanent and 
seasonal residents in the five-county study area.  Thirteen individuals received the 
applicable version of the questionnaire by mail.  These individuals were asked to 
complete the questionnaire, and provide feedback regarding any problems they 
identified such as awkward phrasing, definitional issues, or unclear questions.  
Telephone appointments were then made with these individuals to discuss the 
feedback they could provide.  Their responses were then compiled and changes 
were made to the survey where deemed appropriate and applicable.        
 
 The final survey instrument entitled “Natural Resources and Communities: A 
Survey of Landowners in Southern Utah”, consisted of questions dealing with the 
demographics or personal characteristics of respondents, respondents’ levels of 
community satisfaction, attachment, participation and local social bonds, attitudes toward 
natural resource management and land use, images of the West and reasons why 
respondents choose to own a home in the area.  A complete copy of the questionnaire can 
be found in Appendix F.   
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 The survey instrument for Summit County, Utah was created in the spring of 
2006.  As this survey attempted to measure the same core concepts as the southern Utah 
study, a similar, but more concise, version was used.  The survey from the southern Utah 
study was thoroughly examined to determine if certain questions could be deleted, as this 
iteration was intended to focus more explicitly on seasonal homeownership and its effects 
on the local community.  Two parallel versions of the survey, one designed for year-
round homeowners and one for seasonal homeowners, were administered in Summit 
County.  A copy of this questionnaire entitled “Natural Resources and Communities: A 
Survey of Landowners in Summit County, Utah,” is provided in Appendix F.    
 
Sample Selection 
 Samples for all six counties were drawn from the counties’ tax assessor’s offices 
lists of residential property owners.  Through categorizations in these lists it was possible 
to determine in advance whether each residence was year-round or seasonal, and 
sampling frames consisting of both year-round and seasonal residences for each county 
were created.  Any identifiable rental properties in the lists were excluded from the 
sampling frame prior to sample selection.  Therefore, the term “resident” refers to those 
who own either a year-round or seasonal residence within each of the counties.  Year-
round residents were defined as those who owned a residential property in the county and 
used that property on a year-round basis.  Seasonal residents were defined as those who 
owned a residential property listed as a “part time residence” in the tax assessor’s role 
and who occupied that property on a seasonal or episodic basis.   
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 Table five shows the break down of residential properties in all six counties, 
according to the tax assessor’s offices, by the classifications of either year-round or 
seasonal residences.  The percent classified as seasonal residences were, in general, 
higher for the predominately rural counties.  Kane, Garfield, Summit and Wayne 
Counties, all listed by the 2000 census as having more than half of their populations in 
rural settings (Table 4),  had the highest percentages of seasonal residences.  Iron and 
Washington Counties, which have the majority of their population living in urban 
environments, had the lowest percentages of seasonal residences.  Only Kane County had 
more of its housing stock listed in the seasonal category than in the year-round one.     
 
Table 5.  Household Classification by County  
  Garfield Iron  Kane Summit Washington  Wayne 
Year-round Residences 1625 10049 1617 9720 31009 726 
Seasonal Residences 1179 1756 2574 6919 5548 430 
Total Residences 2804 11805 4191 16639 36557 1156 
% Year-round 58% 85% 39% 58% 85% 63% 
% Seasonal 42% 15% 61% 42% 15% 37% 
 
 
Due to this research utilizing multiple surveys, a break down of the samples will 
be divided into three segments; southern Utah samples, Summit County samples and the 
combined sample numbers for both regions.  The original survey of the five southern 
Utah counties included an overall sample of 2,646 residences.  For each of the 
predominately rural counties, Garfield, Kane and Wayne, 250 year-round and 250 
seasonal residences were randomly drawn for a total of 1500 residences.  For Washington 
and Iron Counties, which each have a significant urban center, a different sampling 
protocol was used and yielded a total 1146 residences being selected for sampling.  The 
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protocol varied for these two counties by stratifying the sample based on urban and rural 
residences.  In St. George (Washington County) a total of 150 year-round residences 
were selected, as well as 150 seasonal residences.  In addition, 150 year-round and 
seasonal residences were selected from other rural areas outside of St. George for a total 
of 600 residences in Washington County.  The same process was used for Iron County 
and its urban center Cedar City.  The only difference was that only 96 seasonal residences 
could be identified within Cedar City.  Therefore, the total number of residences sampled 
in Iron County was 546.  For the purpose of this study, however, the urban sampling will 
not be included, as the focus here is on rural locales.  After the urban residences in Iron 
and Washington Counties were dropped, the total sample size for the five county 
southern Utah region is 2100.  
 The Summit County sample used a very similar protocol to that used for the three 
predominantly rural counties in southern Utah.  Five hundred residences were selected 
for sampling:  250 year-round residences and 250 seasonal residences.  The overall 
sample size for the entire six county study area, therefore, is 2600.    
 All of the samples listed above were randomly drawn from the entire list of 
seasonal and year-round residences in each of the counties’ tax assessor’s roles.  In 
addition to the random sampling of residences from the overall list of residential 
properties, the samples were further randomized within sampled households by using the 
“most recent birthday” method.  This method asks every selected household to have the 
household member aged 18 or older with the most recent birthday complete the 
questionnaire.   
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Data Collection 
 In order to complete a mail survey of 2600 residences a careful and methodical 
procedure needed to be used.  The methodology for the implementation of both the 
southern Utah and Summit County surveys followed Dillman’s (2000) “Tailored Design 
Method,” with only slight modifications between the two rounds of survey 
implementation.  According to Dillman (2000:X), the goal of the tailored design method 
is to 
tailor the design of self-administered questionnaires to population, content, and 
sponsorship in ways that will reduce survey error from coverage, sampling, 
measurement, and nonresponse.  It is also my purpose to take into account the 
massive technological changes that are giving efficiency to and expanding the 
possibilities for the use of self-administered questionnaires to collect survey data 
in a variety of situations, and to provide further possibilities for tailoring survey 
designs appropriately.”       
 
 Using Dillman’s methods involved completing six sequential mailings for each of 
the two surveys, all sent via first class mail.  The first mailing was a pre-notification letter 
describing the research project and survey to each of the selected residences.  This letter 
served as an advanced notice that the survey will be coming in the mail shortly, and 
provided respondents with a frame of reference when the first survey arrived.  The 
second mailing, which included the survey instrument as well as a detailed cover letter 
and postage-paid return envelope, was mailed one week after the pre-notification letter.  
One week after the first survey was sent, a reminder postcard was mailed to all sampled 
households.  This postcard reminded respondents about the survey, thanked those who 
had already taken the time to fill out the survey, and offered a replacement for any 
respondent who may have lost or misplaced their original survey.  A second survey 
packet was then mailed to all non-responding households two weeks following the post 
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card reminder.  Four weeks later the final respondent contact was made via a third survey 
package, mailed to households that still had not responded.   
Additional techniques were also used following Dillman’s (2000) 
recommendations for how to increase response rates.  The first mailing of the 
questionnaire included a Utah State University pen in the packet as a small incentive to 
complete the survey.  Moreover, the southern Utah survey used first class postage stamps 
for several of the mailings, in an attempt to show the importance of the mailing to the 
researcher, as well as to vary the overall visual appearance of survey packets.  In the first 
survey mailing, both the outgoing envelopes and the self addressed envelopes that 
respondents were to use to mail back the completed surveys utilized first class postage 
stamps.  The second survey wave used first class stamps on the return envelopes only and 
utilized metered postage for the outgoing envelopes.  The third and final survey packet 
used metered postage for the outgoing envelopes and postage-paid business reply return 
envelopes.  The last technique used in an attempt to increase response rates was a 
changed cover letter for the third survey packet mailing.  This cover letter included a 
“response-o-meter” graphic designed to convey a message that many other area residents 
had already completed the survey, and appealing for assistance from those who had not 
yet responded.     
 While the Summit County sample used the same sequential mailing process, it did 
not include any first class postage stamps, but rather used only metered outgoing mailings 
and business reply metering return envelopes.  This was due primarily to budget 
constraints.   
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 The final component of both surveys was an attempt to rule out nonresponse bias.  
The southern Utah survey used a postcard sent approximately two months after the final 
questionnaire mailing to determine the reason why some respondents had not completed 
and returned any of the questionnaires.  For Summit County, follow up phone calls were 
made to as many nonrespondents as possible.  These nonrespondents were then asked a 
small subset of questions from the original survey to determine if there were any 
significant differences between respondents and nonrespondents.  This process was 
designed to show that there were no significant differences between those who responded 
and those who did not, thereby reinforcing the fact that results can be generalized to the 
entire population of both seasonal and year-round residents in Summit County.  The 
statistical comparison of respondents and nonrespondents for Summit County can be 
found in the methodological appendix at the end of this work (Appendix A).     
 
Response Rates 
 Table six shows the response rates for each of the individual counties in the study 
areas.  The total adjusted sample size, which accounts for undeliverable questionnaires 
via incorrect addresses, ineligible respondents and respondents that were unable to 
participate due to extended travel, physical or mental illness, etc., was 2,228.  Of the 
2,228 residences in the sample, a total of 1,212 were year-round residents while 1,016 
were from seasonal residences.  A total of 1,364 questionnaires were completed and 
returned.  Therefore, the overall response rate for the entire combined sample stands at 
61.2 percent.  Seasonal residents accounted for 43.6 percent of total returns, while year-
round residents accounted for 56.4 percent of returns. 
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Seasonal residents completed and returned 595 questionnaires while year-round 
residents completed and returned 769 questionnaires.  Therefore, the respective response 
rates stand at 63.5 percent for year-round residents and 58.6 for seasonal residents.  As 
shown in Table 7 below, Wayne County had the highest overall response rate at 70.9 
percent, followed closely by Washington County at 69.2 percent and Garfield County at 
66.3 percent.  Kane County residents responded at a rate of nearly 60 percent, while Iron 
and Summit County had the lowest response rates, at 54.4 percent and 47.7 percent, 
respectively.   
 
Table 6.  Adjusted Sample Sizes and Response Rates for All Counties in the Study Area 
  
Kane Garfield Wayne Iron Washington Summit Total 
Adjusted Sample  214 200 187 98 110 207 1016 
Responses 115 130 128 52 77 93 595 Seasonal 
Rates 53.7 65.0 68.4 53.1 70.0 44.9 58.6 
         
Adjusted Sample  237 233 229 141 137 235 1212 
Responses 155 157 167 78 94 118 769 Year-round 
Rates 65.4 67.4 72.9 55.3 68.6 50.2 63.4 
         
Adjusted Sample  451 433 416 239 247 442 2228 
Responses 270 287 295 130 171 211 1364 Total  
Rates 59.9 66.3 70.9 54.4 69.2 47.7 61.2 
 
Measurement of Dependent Variables 
 The research questions for this study, as laid out in chapters one and two, utilize 
the following dependent variables: 
1. Three dimensions of community attachment  
a. Sentiments  
b. Community participation 
c. Social bonds 
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The first section of this research examines each of the three dimensions of 
community attachment separately using structural equation modeling.  The next section 
uses a second order confirmatory factor analysis to determine which of the three 
dimensions is best predicted by the higher order construct “community attachment.”   
    
Sentimental Dimension of Community Attachment 
The operationalization of the sentimental dimension of community attachment 
varies slightly from most other studies alluded to in the introduction.  The 
operationalization does, however, follow the work of Matarrita-Cascante et al. (2006).  
Five indicators designed to tap perceptual attachment via sentiments will be used.  The 
first indicator follows the tradition of Kasarda and Janowitz (1974) in asking respondents; 
“The longer I live in this community, the more I feel I belong here.”  The other 
indicators, while varying from previous measures of sentimental attachment, are designed 
to tap into the psychological sentiments of respondents.  The remaining indicators include 
the following: 1) “I feel I am fully accepted as a member of this community,” 2) “If I was 
in trouble, most people in this community would go out of their way to help me,” 3) 
“Most of the people in this community can be trusted,” and 4) “I feel this community is a 
real home to me.”  Each of the five indicators were scored on a 1 strongly agree to 5 
strongly disagree Likert scale.  Each of the five indicators was then rescaled so that 
higher scores were equivalent to higher levels of attachment.   
 
Social Bonds Dimension of Community Attachment 
 
The local social bonds dimension consists of three indicators stemming from one 
question asking about frequency of social interaction with local friends, local relatives 
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and neighbors.  It is theorized here that the formation and maintenance of social bonds 
occurs through social interaction with local family, friends and neighbors, as these 
networks are the most intimate and routine (Wellman et al. 1988).  The specific question 
asks “How often do you interact socially with your friends, relatives and neighbors in 
activities such as having dinner, sitting and talking, recreating, or going out together?  
Please check the appropriate response for friends, relatives, and neighbors.”  Respondents 
were then given the following answer choices for each of the three indicators; 1) daily, 2) 
several times a week, 3) about once a week, 4) several times a month, 5) about once a 
month, 6) several times a year, 7) about once a year, and 8) rarely or never.  Due to the 
last two response categories being very similar, these response choices were grouped 
together for analytic purposes.  These responses were then recoded so that the higher the 
respondent’s score the more social interaction they had with local friends, local relatives 
and neighbors.   
 
Participation Dimension of Community Attachment 
 
The participation dimension of community attachment is derived from indicators 
associated with the following question; “Have you participated in any of the following 
activities in this community during the past 12 months?  Please check yes or no for each 
activity.”  Eight different activities were included as indicators in the survey instrument: 
1) attended a local community event (like a school concert, community parade or craft 
fair); 2) contacted a public official about some issue or problem affecting your 
community (for example, about the management of public lands or provision of services 
like fire protection); 3) worked with other local residents to try and deal with some 
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community issue or problem; 4) attended any public meeting in the community (like a 
school board meeting or federal lands planning meeting); 5) served as an officer in a 
community organization; 6) voted in a local election; 7) served on a local government 
commission, committee, or board; and 8) served on a voluntary community service 
organization (volunteer fire dept., EMT, etc.).  
Exploratory factor analyses were completed for both year-round and seasonal 
residents (Table 7).  The results from the exploratory factor analyses parallel research by 
Matarrita-Cascante et al. (2006) who used a six-item composite to measure community 
participation.  Included in their composite were three variables measuring various aspects 
of service to the community and three measures more associated with taking part in an 
important community issue.  Table seven shows that the results from the exploratory 
factor analyses indicate the same two general dimensions associated with community 
participation for both types of residents as found by Matarrita-Cascante et al. (2006).  The 
first dimension is called “participation” and is comprised of contacting a public official, 
working with other local residents, and attending a public meeting.  The second 
dimension is related to community service and is comprised of serving on a government 
commission, serving on a volunteer organization, and serving as an officer in a 
community organization.   
 For the purpose of this study the “service” dimension will be dropped from the 
analysis due to small variation within each of the indicators.  The majority of respondents 
indicated that they have not taken part in a “service” role associated with community 
participation.  This is especially true for the seasonal residents as they spend, on average, 
significantly less time within the community environment.  Also, two additional 
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indicators of community participation (attended a community event and voted in a local 
election) will not be used in analyses due to their low factoring on either of the two 
aforementioned dimensions of community participation.     
 
Table 7.  Exploratory Factor Analysis of Community Participation Indicators for Both 
Year-round and Seasonal Residents 
Year-round Seasonal Community Participation 
Indicators Component 1 Component 2 Component 1 Component 2 
Attend a community event 0.007 0.272 0.505 -0.078 
Contacted public official 0.798 0.092 0.730 0.062 
Worked with others 0.765 0.236 0.695 0.148 
Attend a public meeting 0.756 0.241 0.681 0.183 
Voted in election 0.494 0.062 0.446 0.147 
Served on gov commision 0.267 0.755 -0.003 0.830 
Served on vol org 0.147 0.683 0.211 0.589 
Served as an officer 0.239 0.799 0.075 0.750 
Bolded numbers represent the variables clustering within each component 
Measurement of Independent Variables 
Residence status is the key independent variable used in all three of the research 
questions listed above and in Chapters 1 and 2.  Two residence categories are of main 
concern for this research endeavor: year-round residents and seasonal residents.  Six 
categories of residency status, however, will be used to provide a more thorough 
understanding of the dynamics associated with residency type.  For year-round residents, 
two categories were created based on the question: “How long have you lived in this 
community?”  Year-round residents who report that they have lived in their communities 
for less than ten years will be considered “newcomers” while those who report that they 
have lived in their community for ten or more years will be considered “longstanding.”  
This provides a measure of length of residence, which has been shown time and time 
again to be the most important predictor of community attachment (Kasarda and Janowitz 
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1974; Sampson 1988).  The use of this particular dichotomization point represents the 
assumption, alluded to by other researchers (Fortmann and Kusel 1990; Graber 1974), 
that ten years is a sufficient time frame to become socialized into local attitudes and 
therefore develop enough local knowledge to affectively participate in local politics and 
other community affairs1.        
 In an attempt to develop a length of residence measure for seasonal residents, the 
item in the questionnaire asking; “How long have you owned a seasonal or vacation 
home in this community?” is commonly used.  This measure, however, is misleading.  If 
a seasonal resident has owned their property for 20 years, but has visited it very rarely 
over that time, than they are not necessarily highly familiar with the community.  Under 
such circumstances the ability to form any type of attachment to the community or 
surrounding landscapes is in theory drastically reduced.  If, on the other hand, a seasonal 
resident has owned their vacation house for only a few years, but visit it very frequently, 
they are much more familiar with the community and surrounding landscapes.  This, 
therefore, elevates their potential for forming some sort of attachment.  Due to this, the 
typical measure of length of ownership as a proxy for length of residence will not suffice.  
Instead, a measure based more on the frequency of visitation to ones’ seasonal residence 
needs to be used.  Other researchers have cited similar concerns (Stedman 2006a).   
 The measure used to create the categories of seasonal residency is based on the 
overall amount of time that seasonal residents spend in the area in a given year.  Stedman 
 
1 In order to assure that the use of the ten year dichotomization point does not detrimentally affect results, 
the statistical models, described later in this dissertation, were also run with a linear measure of length of 
residence.  While the standardized estimates did vary slightly from those presented in the analyses chapter, 
the overall substantive findings did not change enough to warrant using the linear measure.  Instead, the use 
of the dichotomization of ‘longstanding’ and ‘newcomer’ provide a more concise way of examining the 
differences between types of residents.  In addition, the use of the linear measurement would not allow 
bivariate distinctions to be drawn in a fashion that provides any logistically usable results.     
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(2006a) found that frequent visitors or seasonal residents averaged 88 days of visitation a 
year, while infrequent users only averaged 12 days of use a year.  According to the 
literature cited in chapter 2, the range of average visitation days across several studies 
ranged from a low of 53 to a high of 95.  The mean visitation days for respondents in this 
study was shown to be approximately 60 days a year with a standard deviation of 55.57.  
In order to capture the variation in this measure, a four category frequency of visitation 
measure was created.  These four categories are based on the following classification; 1) 
seasonal residents who spend two weeks or less, 2) seasonal residents who spend 15 days 
to one month, 3) seasonal residents who spend between one month and 90 days, and 4) 
seasonal residents who spend more than three months at their seasonal abodes.  The 
measure used to create this categorization is a question asking respondents to “Please 
estimate the number of days each season you spend at your seasonal or vacation home in 
Summit County/Southern Utah in a typical year.”  The numbers provided for each season 
were then summed to create the yearly visitation days for each respondent.   
 
Motivations for Purchasing Residential Property 
Survey respondents were asked to rate the importance of possible reasons for 
owning residential property in their community.  There were a total of ten possible 
reasons for owning residential property and respondents were asked to utilize a five point 
Likert scale to indicate each item’s importance to them.  This question was nearly 
identical for both the seasonal and year-round versions of the questionnaire.  The only 
difference was that the year-round version included “for job related reasons” as one of the 
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possible motivations.  This item was ultimately dropped from the analysis because it was 
not logical as a motivational factor for seasonal residents.   
Exploratory factor analysis, which allows for hypothetical dimensions to be 
determined, thereby potentially reducing the data (Kim and Mueller 1978), was used to 
reduce the ten questionnaire stems into one or more unique dimensions associated with 
motivational factors for purchasing residential property.  The merged dataset containing 
both the year-round and seasonal responses to the questionnaire was employed to 
examine this issue.   
The 16th version of the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was 
used to perform the exploratory factor analysis.  The Varimax rotation method, which 
assumes factors are uncorrelated to one another and rotates those factors orthogonally, 
was applied to the data to determine the overarching motivational dimensions.  The 
dimensions associated with motivations for purchasing residential property that were 
discovered through the exploratory factor analyses (listed below) were then added 
together to form a summated index.   
Table eight shows the three dimensions that were revealed through the 
exploratory factor analysis.  Each of the questionnaire items were asked in the following 
fashion; “Below is a list of possible reasons for owning residential property in Summit 
County/Southern Utah (depending on the study area).  Please check the numbered circle 
that best indicates how important EACH of these reasons is for you, on a scale from 1 
(very important) to 5 (very unimportant).”  Each of the ten items were then recoded so 
that higher scores represented the most important reasons for purchasing a residential 
property in the study area.     
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Table 8.  Factor Loadings Associated with Motivations for Purchasing Residential 
Property 
Component Factor Loadings 
Natural 
Amenities 
Rural 
Character 
Financial 
Reasons Questionnaire Item 
Chronbach's 
Alpha = .68  
Chronbach's 
Alpha = .75   
Chronbach's 
Alpha = .56  
For personal recreation 0.757 0.093 -0.084 
For the property's natural beauty 0.766 0.286 -0.107 
Because of family or friendship ties -0.282 0.659 0.175 
Because of the pace of life in the area 0.267 0.788 0.064 
For the rural atmosphere of the area 0.382 0.754 0.066 
For the clean environment of the area 0.533 0.626 0.081 
For housing related reasons -0.238 0.152 0.731 
For the climatic conditions in this area 0.610 0.051 0.328 
For cost of living reasons 0.023 0.232 0.746 
As a financial investment 0.358 -0.144 0.645 
 Bolded numbers represent the variables clustering within each component 
 The first dimension is one that deals with the area’s natural amenities as one 
motivational dimension behind the purchasing of residential property.  The items 
included here are “for personal recreation,” “for the property’s natural beauty,” and “for 
the climatic conditions in this area.”  These items deal with themes often found in the 
second home literature (see chapter two), such as the seasonal migration to warmer or 
cooler climates (“sunbirds”/“snowbirds”) or the recreational aspirations of second 
homeowners.  These themes here have been aggregated into a broader, more inclusive 
category.  The Chronbach’s alpha for the summated index is 0.68 with inter-item 
correlations ranging from 0.32 to 0.57.     
 The second factor found through the exploratory factor analysis was one that 
deals with rural character of the host community.  The items found to be associated with 
this factor are; “because of family or friendship ties,” “because of the pace of life in the 
area,” “for the rural atmosphere of the area,” and “for the clean environment of the area.”  
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These items also deal with common themes alluded to in the literature review on second 
homes in the United States and around the world.  The most prevalent of these themes is 
the attempt to “escape” from the daily routine of urban life to a rural atmosphere, as well 
as an attempt to “escape” the urban ills (environmental contaminants and fast pace of 
life).  In addition, Wolfe (1977:30) describes the importance of family and friends in rural 
areas as an important element associated with the rural character of host communities in 
the following quote: 
The cottage frequently becomes the home, the gathering place, to which the far-
flung family returns each year, to renew contacts and once again experience the 
fundamental satisfactions of being part of something, the satisfactions of family.  
Allied to these satisfactions, frequently, are those of belonging to a cohesive 
community.  The loss of the community spirit in the city is universally deplored.  
  
The Chronbach’s alpha for the summated index of this factor is 0.75, with the inter-item 
correlations ranging from 0.15 to 0.68.   
 The third and final dimension pertains to buying residential property as a financial 
investment.  The financial incentive for doing so is shown in the items found in the 
factor: “for housing related reasons”, “for cost of living reasons”, and “as a financial 
investment”.  While purchasing second homes as an investment was only a minor theme 
in the literature on second homes, it is indeed present in this sample of residential 
property owners.  The Chronbach’s alpha for this factor was lowest of all three 
dimensions at 0.56 with inter-item correlations ranging from 0.25 to 0.37.  Due to the low 
Chronbach’s alpha associated with the summated index of the three items, a more 
simplistic operationalization will be used.  The indicator “as a financial investment” best 
measures the financial investment motivation by itself, and therefore will be used as a 
stand alone indicator.  
87 
 These measures are used as an attempt to determine if particular motivations for 
owning residential property are important for the formation and maintenance of 
community attachment.  More specifically, for seasonal residents it provides a way to 
measure concepts discussed in the literature, such as the importance of the “escape” 
theme, which may be important pieces of the attachment puzzle.  The problem, however, 
is that these measures do not perfectly capture these concepts.  One particular problem is 
that residents who have owned property for a long time may no longer view each reason 
for owning with the same importance as they did when they originally purchased the 
property, thereby leading to the possibility of introducing measurement error.  Overall, 
however, the benefits of beginning to explore such associations between attachment and 
reasons for owning property outweigh these methodological concerns.  Future endeavors 
on this topic will need to account for this issue and attempt to create measures with more 
precision.          
  
Measurement of Control Variables 
 As shown in Chapter 2 of this work, both sociodemographic and socioeconomic 
variables vary between year-round and seasonal residents.  Similarly, most studies on 
community attachment also use a variety of socioeconomic and sociodemographic 
measures as predictive variables.  Both of these sorts of control variables, therefore, could 
prove important in attempting to understand motivations behind purchasing residential 
property, especially second homes, and community attachment in high amenity areas.  
The control variables used in this research include; life cycle stage, income, education, 
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gender, size of childhood community and the local context variables of religious and 
political affiliations.       
Income and education have consistently been shown to be higher for second 
homeowners (Clendenning et al. 2005; Clout 1972; Girard and Gartner 1993; Green et al. 
1996; Halseth 1998; Jaakson 1986; National Association of Realtors 2002; Ragatz and 
Gleb 1970; Stynes et al. 1997).  In this questionnaire, a respondent’s education is 
measured by asking “What is the highest level of education that you have completed 
(please mark one category)?”  Response categories include: 1) Less than a high school 
degree; 2) High school degree or GED; 3) Some college; 4) 2 year technical or associate 
degree; 5) 4 year college degree (BA/BS); 6) Advanced degree (master’s, Ph.D., JD, 
MD).  Income is measured by asking “Which of the following categories best describes 
your pre-tax annual household income for 2003?”  The response categories for this 
question include: 1) Less than $15,000; 2) $15,000 to $24,999; 3) $25,000 to $34,999; 4) 
$35,000 to $49,999; 5) $50,000 to $74,999; 6) $75,000 to $99,999; 7) $100,000 to 
$149,999; and 8) $150,000 or more.  
Age has been shown to be generally higher for second homeowners than for year-
round residents, with some conflicting evidence found by Clendenning et al. (2005) in 
that the second homeowners in their study were actually younger than their year-round 
counterparts.  While research on second homes commonly uses a linear measurement of 
age, some authors have argued that a focus on life course stages would be more useful.  
As noted earlier, Coppock (1977b:9) alludes to the possibility of motivations changing 
based on life course, “particularly as between a family with young children, a family with 
older children, a middle-aged couple without children, and a retired couple; thus, a home 
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which is acquired primarily as a place for holiday may come in time to be regarded as a 
potential place for retirement.”  In conjunction with this is the fact that some studies on 
community attachment also call for the examination of life course stages in lieu of the 
more simple linear measurement of age (Beggs, Hurlbert, and Haines 1996; Stinner et al. 
1990).  For this study, a life course variable was created from Coppock’s (1977b) 
conceptualization of the general stages in the life course.  To create the life course 
variable a composite of the following three questions was used; “What is your age?”, 
“How many children age five or younger do you currently have living at home?” and 
“How many children age 6 to 18 live with you in your home?”  From these three 
questions, six life course stages were created.  First, is the young individual or couple 
with no children (age of less than 40).  Second, is the individual or family with young 
children (under the age of 5) only, followed by the third stage of individuals or families 
with a mix of young children and older children (aged 6-18).  The fourth category is 
individuals or families with older children, while the fifth category is comprised of 
middle aged adults with no children (age 40-64).  The final category is for those 
individuals or couples who are in the retirement portions of their lives (age 65 or older) 
and either do not have children or have children who are adults themselves (over 18).   
The size of ones’ childhood community has been used in several studies on 
environmental attitudes in high amenity areas (Clendenning et al. 2005; Smith 1997; 
Williams 2006).  Jones and Dunlap (1992) in their work on environmental concern found 
that the size of ones’ community prior to the age of 16 was a strong predictor, with those 
raised in urban settings having higher levels of concern.  In addition, the use of a variable 
that measures ones’ childhood community size may also be linked to a motivation to 
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escape back to ones’ rural roots, or having quality of life concerns associated with a 
childhood rural reference point for those individuals who grew up in a rural locale.  This 
variable, therefore, is measured via the following question; “What size community did 
you live in the most before you were 16 years old?”  The response categories consisted 
of: 1) A large metropolitan city (over 100,000 population), 2) a medium sized city 
(25,000 to 99,999 population), 3) a smaller city (5,000 to 24,999 population), 4) a small 
town or village (2,500 to 4,999 population) and 5) in the country or small town (under 
2,500 population).  
In addition to the control variables listed above, two other variables are included 
as controls due to the local context associated with Utah communities.  These two 
variables account for religious and political orientations.  The majority of Utahns are 
members of The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (LDS), more commonly 
known as Mormons.  This religious group is known to dominate Utah culture and should 
be accounted for in any study that focuses on Utah communities (Toney, Stinner, and 
Byun 1997).  Also, the dominant political affiliation of the area is Republican, and 
conservative in nature, which is often linked to the Mormon religion.  These specific 
regional occurrences will be accounted for through the following control variables.  First, 
respondents were asked “What is your religious affiliation, if any?” and given the option 
of choosing either protestant, catholic, LDS, none or other.  From their responses 
respondents were grouped into members of the LDS religion and non LDS members.  
The second local context control variable measures political orientation via the question 
“Which of the following best describes your political views?”  The answer choices 
consisted of 1) conservative, 2) moderate conservative, 3) moderate, 4) moderate liberal, 
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5) liberal, and 6) other.  For analytical purposes the “other” category was dropped in 
order to maintain the ordinal nature of responses from the far right to the far left political 
spectrum.   
The last control variable is gender.  While this variable is not often directly 
pointed to in studies on second homes or community attachment studies, it is cited as 
important in studies on environmental attitudes and concerns (Dietz, Kalof, and Stern 
2002; Jones and Dunlap 1992; Mohai 1992).   
 
Analysis Approach 
Four different statistical analyses packages are employed for this study.  All 
univariate and bivariate analyses, including the factor analyses reported earlier in this 
chapter utilize SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) version 16.0.  The 
second statistical package utilized is AMOS version 16.0.  This is a structural equation 
modeling program allowing for analyses of latent constructs.  In addition, LISREL 8.0 is 
used to examine specific methodological concerns that can not be dealt with in AMOS.  
Finally, HLM 6.06 (Hierarchical Linear Modeling) is used to examine the nested 
characteristics of the data in this research.   
 
Univariate and Bivariate Analyses 
Univariate analyses will be employed to describe the characteristics and 
demographics of respondents across all study counties.  These univariate analyses include 
simple frequencies and percentages of responses on individual questions, as well as 
measures of central tendency (averages) for dependent variables and pertinent 
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independent variables.  Two types of bivariate analyses are utilized in the analyses of 
data: crosstabulations and chi-square analysis.  Crosstabulations are used to examine the 
distributions of the residential categories on all important demographic variables and 
dependent variables.  Chi-square analyses are used to determine if there is a relationship 
between the variables analyzed in crosstabulations.  Additionally, Cramer’s V is used to 
determine how strong relationships are between two variables.  This statistic is a 
symmetric measure of association for nominal variables and is based on the chi-square 
statistic.  This particular measure of association is used because of its sensitivity to 
skewed variables.  Cramer’s V has a range of values from 0 to 1 with 0 representing no 
relationship and 1 indicating a perfect relationship.  Finally, correlation matrices, which 
are tables of bivariate correlation coefficients, are used to examine the strength and 
direction of associations between all dependent, independent and control variables used 
in the multivariate analyses.  For both year-round and seasonal residents, the correlation 
coefficients did not reveal any serious departures from the statistical assumption of 
independence.2      
 
Multivariate Analyses  
As discussed in chapter one and two, the main research question associated with 
this dissertation deals with the concept of community attachment and its multiple 
dimensions within the unique situation of large amounts of seasonal homeownership in 
the area.  This research question requires the use of latent constructs (theoretical 
 
2 The correlation matrices can be found in Appendix A.  Due to the ordinal natural of most variables used 
in this research, Spearman’s rho correlation coefficient was used.  Spearman’s rho is a nonparametric rank 
correlation that is designed especially for ordinal variables because it does not assume normal distributions 
and is less sensitive to outliers.   
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constructs that can not be observed directly) associated with each of the three dimensions 
of community attachment and therefore uses structural equation modeling to answer 
them.  According to Byrne (2001:3),  
Structural equation modeling is a statistical methodology that takes a 
confirmatory (i.e., hypothesis-testing) approach to the analysis of a structural 
theory bearing on some phenomenon.  The term structural equation modeling 
conveys two important aspects of the procedure: (a) that the causal processes 
under study are represented by a series of structural (i.e., regression) equations, 
and (b) that these structural relations can be modeled pictorially to enable a 
clearer conceptualization of the theory under study.   
 
Latent or unobserved variables must be operationally defined in terms of the behavior 
that is believed to be the best representation of it.  It is these behaviors that serve as the 
indicators of the underlying construct, thereby allowing the latent variable to be 
measured.        
Additionally, aggregation of the data from all six counties is used to examine the 
research questions.  This procedure allows for the examination of the dimensions of 
community attachment at the individual level.  In order to determine if disparate 
populations (seasonal and year-round) possess similar foundations in terms of their 
community attachment, separate models are examined for both types of residents.  This 
provides an analytical method to examine how community attachment is formed and 
maintained between seasonal and year-round residents.  This particular approached is 
used (instead of one combined model for all residents) because of the differing length of 
residency variables (frequency of visitation for seasonal residents versus length of 
residency in the community for year-round residents).  In structural equation modeling, 
listwise deletion must be used.  Therefore, a combined model would have all cases drop 
from the analysis, producing an N of zero.  For this reason alone, the combining all 
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residents (both year-round and seasonal) into one model was not logically possible and 
would not allow the research questions associated with this dissertation to be answered.   
 While the goal is to determine if year-round and seasonal residents differ in how 
they become attached to community, which can be best explored on the individual level, 
an understanding that contextual factors within each of the study counties may have some 
effect is important.  Due to the data aggregation from six counties within the study 
region, a procedure to determine if county level contextual affects are important is 
completed at the end of the analysis.  The intraclass correlation, which is a measure that 
provides the amount of variance within the outcome variable (dimensions of community 
attachment) explained by higher level predictors (counties in this case), is examined to 
determine if contextual factors at the county level help to explain any of the results of this 
research.   
 
Structural Equation Modeling 
Structural equation modeling incorporates all of the independent variables into a 
complete exploratory model that uses latent dependent variables.  There are two 
components to structural equation models.  The first component is a confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) that creates the latent dependent variable.  Confirmatory factor analyses 
seeks to test the significance of an hypothesized factor model using the sample data, 
which differs from the more commonly used exploratory factor analyses that seeks to 
find a model that fits the data (Schumacker and Lomax 2004).  The advantage of 
confirmatory factor analysis is that it allows for specific theorized correlations between 
indicators to be specified as well as one indicator, usually the most general, being scaled 
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to one to allow for comparison with the other indicators in the factor model.  In structural 
equation modeling, the CFA represents the measurement model or the links between 
latent variables and their observed indicators. 
The second component of structural equation models is the “full” or structural 
component.  This component allows for the specification of a regression structure 
between the latent variables or the measurement models.  It is often called the “full” 
component because it possesses both measurement models and structural models 
(relationships between latent variables).  
As the literature on community attachment commonly discusses multiple 
theoretical dimensions, an additional hierarchical factorial structure needed to be 
incorporated.  This is the reason for the second or higher order factor “community 
attachment”.  Essentially it is theorized that the first order factors (individual dimensions 
of community attachment) social bonds, participation and sentiments are best explained 
by a higher order structure, which in this case is the second order factor “community 
attachment”.         
In order to use a structural equation model it must first be identified, which 
involves proving that the parameters of the model are estimable and therefore the model 
is testable.   A recursive structural equation model tested the independent variables 
effects on each of the latent measures of the dimensions of community attachment.  Due 
to the use of only one latent dependent variable in the models on each of the three 
dimensions of community attachment, the null beta rule of model identification, which 
states there is not a relationship between multiple dependent variables (betas), was used 
(Schumacker and Lomax 2004) to properly identify the model.  Listwise deletion was 
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used in order to keep the number of cases identical across all variables and structural 
equation models.   
As mentioned above, because each of the first order factors are best explained by 
a higher order factor, a second order confirmatory factor analysis will be completed in an 
attempt to determine which theoretical dimension of community attachment best predicts 
year-round and seasonal residents’ overall community attachment.  The second order 
confirmatory model uses “community attachment” as a second order latent construct that 
predicts respondents’ scores on the three first order latent measures of sentimental 
attachment, social bonds and community participation.  This process allows for a 
determination of which theoretical dimension of community attachment contributes most 
significantly to the formation of the higher order construct of “community attachment” 
for both year-round and seasonal residents.   
In this research, individual responses are nested within counties, and therefore an 
additional model for both year-round and seasonal residents will need to be completed to 
account for this nested structure.  In these models, county level dummy variables, 
referenced against Kane County (which is the county in the middle of the urban influence 
spectrum), are examined.  In addition, the statistical program HLM (Hierarchical Linear 
Modeling) 6.06 is used to determine the intraclass correlation or the amount of variance 
explained by higher level measures.  This allows for an examination of county level 
contextual factors.  By computing the intraclass correlation and incorporating county 
dummy variables, any issues concerning the aggregated use of county level data can then 
be discussed.  This also provides a statistical starting point for any future research on this 
topic that seeks to account for differences between county level measures.   
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 Finally, it is worth noting that for the purpose of determining statistically 
significant relationships between independent and dependent variables in this study, a 95 
percent probability level is used.  Therefore p<.05 will be used as the cutoff for 
determination of significant relationships with relationships showing p>.05 being 
considered insignificant.  It should also be noted that statistical significance is not an end 
in and of itself.  A theoretical reason for such a statistically significant relationship should 
also be evident in order for the statistically significant relationship to be deemed 
substantively significant as well.      
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CHAPTER 4 
DEMOGRAPHIC AND SOCIOECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF SURVEY 
RESPONDENTS  
 
This chapter provides an overview of the socioeconomic and demographic 
characteristics of survey respondents.  First, a comparison of the broad year-round and 
seasonal resident categorizations will be examined, followed by an examination of the 
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics of respondents within the more detailed 
residency measure.   
 
Socioeconomic and Demographic Characteristics by Broad Residency Status 
Table nine provides a comparison of year-round and seasonal residents’ 
demographic characteristics.  Significant differences between resident groups were found 
for all variables with the exception of gender.  The majority of year-round respondents 
indicated that they were male (53.7 percent), while an even larger percentage of seasonal 
respondents indicating they were male (59 percent).  The average ages of the two 
residency categories were similar with year-round residents being slightly younger (55) 
than seasonal residents (58).   
The life cycle variable revealed that year-round residents tend to be in the earlier 
phases of the life cycle, as represented by larger percentages of respondents in all 
categories associated with the presence of children.  Seasonal residents, on the other 
hand, were more likely to be in the later life cycle phases.  It is worth noting, however, 
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that for both groups a majority of respondents indicated they are past the children at 
home stage of life.   
The religious affiliations of respondents revealed that more than three-fifths of 
year-round residents are affiliated with the Latter-day Saints (LDS) religion.  The 
opposite is true for seasonal residents: nearly three fifths of seasonal residents indicated 
that they are not members of the LDS faith.  In terms of political orientation, respondents 
from both residency categories were quite similar, with the vast majority of respondents 
indicating they are squarely aligned with a conservative political orientation.  
Considerably smaller percentages of respondents reported a more liberal or moderately 
liberal political stance.      
Respondents were asked to indicate the size of the community they resided in 
prior to the age of 16.  Nearly twice as many year-round residents reported that they grew 
up in a very small community of less than 2,500 people.  Similarly, nearly twice as many 
seasonal residents reported that they grew up in a large metropolitan city of more than 
100,000 people.  On average, the majority of year-round residents grew up in towns of 
less than 5,000 people and the majority of seasonal residents grew up in cities larger than 
25,000 people.   
As mentioned above, the chi-square values reported in Table nine, and in 
subsequent tables throughout this chapter, revealed significant differences between 
residency categories on all demographic variables with the exception of gender.  Chi-
square values provide a way to determine if demographic differences may be due to 
random sampling error, or if they are statistically significant and therefore not expected to 
be a consequence of random chance.  It is important to use these chi-square values with 
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caution as the large number of respondents in this study may cause some of the 
relationships to obtain statistical significance without any real substantive significance.   
 
Table 9. Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents by the Two Category 
Residency Status Measure in Percentages 
Demographic Variables Year-Round Seasonal χ
2, degrees 
of freedom 
Gender    
Male 53.73 59.05 
Female 46.27 40.95 
3.58, 1 
N 724 547  
    
Life Cycle    
Young Couple (No Children) 4.50 2.53 
Family with Small Children 6.21 3.11 
Family with Mixed Aged Children 9.16 2.92 
Family with Older Children 25.00 17.90 
Middle-Aged (No Children at home) 30.75 44.55 
Retired 24.38 28.99 
49.86***, 5 
N 644 514  
Average Age 55 58  
    
Religion    
LDS 63.89 40.73 
Non LDS 36.11 59.27 
68.37***, 1 
N  745 550  
    
Size of Childhood Community    
Under 2,500 45.67 24.47 
2,500-4,999 14.38 9.33 
5,000-24,999 11.98 16.02 
25,000-99,999 10.79 17.78 
Over 100,000 17.18 32.39 
93.41***, 4 
N 751 568  
    
Political Orientation    
Conservative 30.65 30.11 
Moderate Conservative 25.07 26.70 
Moderate   23.98 21.51 
Moderate Liberal 8.99 12.90 
Liberal 6.13 7.17 
Other 5.18 1.61 
17.34**, 5 
N 734 558  
  *p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
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Table ten reports the income levels and amount of educational attainment for both 
year-round and seasonal residents.  Income levels are significantly higher for seasonal 
residents, with nearly 60 percent indicating they make more than 75,000 dollars in annual 
household income, while less than 20 percent of year-round residents reported similar 
income levels.  The majority of year-round residents indicate that their annual household 
income falls between 15,000 and 74,999 dollars.   
The educational attainment of respondents also differs based on residency status.  
Sixty-four percent of year-round residents reported that their educational attainment is 
less than a bachelor’s degree, compared to only 47 percent of seasonal residents.   
The pattern that seasonal residents, on average, make more money and have 
obtained higher levels of educational attainment is consistent with the literature reported 
in Chapter 2 (Clenndenning et al. 2005; Green et al. 1996; Stynes et al. 1997).  The other 
differences found to exist between year-round and seasonal residents were that seasonal 
residents are less likely to be of the LDS faith, more likely to have grown up in larger 
sized communities and are, on average, in slightly later phases of their life cycles.   
 
Socioeconomic and Demographic Characteristics by Detailed Residency Status 
This section moves beyond the simple dichotomized classification of residents 
into either year-round or seasonal into a more precise measure that incorporates length of 
residency in the community for year-round residents and frequency of visitation to their 
secondary communities for seasonal residents.  As discussed in Chapter 3, the six 
category classification entails the following six categories; year-round longstanding, 
year-round newcomer, seasonal residents who spend two weeks or less, seasonal  
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Table 10.  Socioeconomic Characteristics of Survey Respondents by the Two Category 
Residency Status Measure in Percentages 
Socioeconomic Variables Year-Round Seasonal χ2, degrees of freedom 
Income    
Less than 15,000 7.71 1.49 
15,000 to 24,999 15.29 4.10 
25,000 to 34,999 17.91 6.90 
35,000 to 49,999 20.11 7.84 
50,000 to 74,999 19.70 20.52 
75,000 to 99,999 8.13 16.79 
100,000 to 149,999 6.06 16.79 
More than 150,000 5.10 25.56 
266.33***, 7 
N 726 536  
    
Education    
Less than HS 3.85 1.23 
HS or GED 19.23 11.62 
Some College or Associates 40.98 34.15 
Bachelors 21.62 23.77 
Advanced Degree 14.32 29.23 
59.23***, 4 
N 754 568  
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
 
residents who spend 15 days to one month, seasonal residents who spend between one 
month and 90 days, and seasonal residents who spend more than three months at their 
seasonal abodes.  The year-round categories were created from a question asking how 
long respondents have lived in their community.  Respondents who reported living in 
their communities for less than 10 years are considered “newcomers”, while respondents 
who have lived in their community for 10 years or more are considered “longstanding”.  
Seasonal residency categories were created from a question asking how often they visit 
their seasonal homes.   
 Table 11 presents the comparisons of demographic characteristics for the six 
category classification.  With the exception of year-round newcomers and seasonal  
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Table 11. Demographic Characteristics of Survey Respondents by the Detailed 
Residency Status Measure in Percentages 
Year-Round Seasonal 
Demographic Variables Long-
standing
New-
comer
2 weeks 
or less 
2 weeks 
to one 
month 
1-3 
months 
>3 
months 
χ2, 
degrees of 
freedom 
Gender        
Male 55.50 49.20 48.00 55.70 62.30 64.80 
Female 44.50 50.80 52.00 44.30 37.70 35.20 
N 508 199 75 115 228 105 
12.61*,5 
        
Life Cycle        
Young Couple (No 
Children) 4.07 5.43 4.48 2.86 1.40 2.88 
Family with Small 
Children 4.98 9.24 7.46 5.71 2.33 0.00 
Family with Mixed 
Aged Children 9.95 8.15 5.97 1.90 2.79 2.88 
Family with Older 
Children 27.15 21.20 16.42 22.86 20.00 8.65 
Middle-Aged (No 
Children at home) 29.64 32.61 47.76 49.52 46.05 35.58 
Retired 24.21 23.37 4.12 6.19 20.27 17.87 
N 442 184 67 105 215 104 
103.09***, 
25 
Average Age 56 53 56 55 58 63  
        
Religion        
LDS 72.50 43.41 33.33 36.84 44.78 45.37 
Non LDS 27.50 56.59 66.67 63.16 55.22 54.63 
N  520 205 75 114 230 108 
118.45***, 
5 
        
Size of Childhood 
Community        
Under 2,500 53.51 24.64 15.79 21.37 26.14 30.91 
2,500-4,999 13.85 15.94 7.89 6.84 9.96 12.73 
5,000-24,999 9.68 18.36 22.37 17.95 15.35 10.00 
25,000-99,999 9.68 13.53 19.74 19.66 17.43 17.27 
Over 100,000 13.28 27.54 34.21 34.19 31.12 29.09 
N 527 207 76 117 241 110 
155.29***, 
20 
        
Political Orientation        
Conservative 34.32 22.71 32.43 24.35 28.81 38.53 
Moderate Conservative 25.84 22.71 17.57 27.83 27.12 27.52 
Moderate   23.27 25.12 27.03 25.22 21.61 15.60 
Moderate Liberal 7.50 12.08 16.22 13.04 13.98 9.17 
Liberal 4.93 9.18 5.41 8.70 5.93 8.26 
Other 4.14 8.21 1.35 0.87 2.54 0.92 
N 507 207 74 115 236 109 
52.12***, 
25 
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
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residents who spend two weeks or less at their seasonal residences, the majority of 
respondents were males, with seasonal residents who spend more than three months at 
their seasonal homes having the highest percentage (64.8 percent).  In addition to having 
more female than male respondents, year-round newcomers also were the youngest with 
an average age of 53.  Seasonal residents who spend either one to three months or more 
than three months at their seasonal residences were oldest, on average, with mean ages of 
58 and 63, respectively.  Among year-round longstanding and seasonal residents who 
spend two weeks or less at their seasonal homes, the average age was 56.   
 The distributions on the life cycle variable revealed that the majority of all 
residents, regardless of residency status, are in the later phases of the life cycle.  Seasonal 
residents that spend between one and three months at their seasonal homes had the 
highest percentages in the oldest two phases of the life cycle (66.3 percent).  All other 
seasonal residency categories had between 52 and 56 percent in the same life cycle 
phases, while year-round longstanding and newcomer respondents reported 
approximately 54 and 56 percent, respectively.  The year-round newcomer category had 
the highest percentages of those in the younger phases of the life cycle.     
 Only among year-round longstanding residents did a majority of respondents 
report affiliation with the LDS faith, with nearly three quarters of these respondents 
indicating they are of the LDS faith.  For all other residency categories those affiliated 
with the LDS faith were not the majority, with seasonal residents who spend two weeks 
or less exhibiting the highest percentage of non-LDS individuals at nearly 67 percent.  
The political orientation variable revealed that while the majority of all residents lean 
toward moderate to conservative orientations, the year-round longstanding category 
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included the highest percentages or respondents in these categories, followed closely by 
seasonal resident who spend more than three months.  In addition, year-round 
longstanding residents were least likely to express liberal orientations.   
 Comparisons focusing on the size of one’s childhood community revealed that a 
substantively higher percentage (53.5 percent) of year-round residents reported growing 
up in very small towns (less than 2,500 population).  In fact, the percentage of year-round 
longstanding residents who reported growing up in a town of less than 2,500 people was 
more than twice that of most other residency categories.  Similarly, the percentage of 
year-round longstanding residents who reported growing up in a large city (over 100,000 
population) was less than half of what occurred in all other residency categories at 13.3 
percent.  The other residency categories exhibited generally similar distributions on the 
variable, with seasonal residents who visit less frequently having the overall highest 
percentages in the two largest categories of childhood residence.     
Table 12 depicts the socioeconomic characteristics of respondents within the six 
category residency classification.  Annual household income is significantly higher for all 
categories of seasonal residents than among their year-round counterparts.  Among 
seasonal residents, those who visit their seasonal residences between two weeks and one 
month a year had the largest proportion of incomes greater than 100,000 dollars.  This is 
more than likely an indicator that those residents are still in their working years and 
therefore make slightly more than residents who are retired and have the time to visit 
their seasonal homes more frequently.  Year-round residents reported larger proportions 
of respondents in the smaller income categories.  Year-round newcomers, however, 
appear to earn slightly more than the year-round longstanding residents.  This 
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information supports evidence from the literature review that seasonal residents have 
higher annual household incomes (Clenndenning et al. 2005; Green et al. 1996; Stynes et 
al. 1997).       
 
Table 12.  Socioeconomic Characteristics of Survey Respondents by the Detailed 
Residency Status Measure in Percentages 
Year-Round Seasonal Socioeconomic 
Variables Long-
standing Newcomer
2 weeks 
or less 
2 weeks to 
one month 
1-3 
months 
>3 
months 
χ2, degrees 
of freedom 
Income        
Less than 15,000 8.33 5.42 0.00 1.82 1.77 1.92 
15,000 to 24,999 16.07 13.30 1.35 0.00 4.42 10.58 
25,000 to 34,999 19.25 14.78 3.70 4.32 9.26 4.32 
35,000 to 49,999 19.05 23.65 3.78 2.70 7.57 8.11 
50,000 to 74,999 19.25 21.67 27.03 17.27 19.03 24.04 
75,000 to 99,999 7.94 8.37 13.51 18.18 19.47 11.54 
100,000 to 149,999 6.15 5.91 17.57 23.64 16.81 8.65 
More than 150,000 3.97 6.90 22.97 28.18 25.66 22.12 
N 504 203 74 110 226 104 
298.97***, 
35 
        
Education        
Less than HS 3.63 4.29 2.63 0.85 0.83 1.80 
HS or GED 21.95 13.81 5.26 7.69 14.58 15.32 
Some College or 
Associates 41.41 39.52 40.79 29.91 32.50 35.14 
Bachelors 21.18 22.86 26.32 24.79 21.67 24.32 
Advanced Degree 11.83 19.52 7.20 16.29 27.65 9.85 
N 524 210 76 117 240 111 
85.09***, 20 
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
The educational attainment of respondents within the more detailed residency 
categories (Table 12) did not provide as clear of a picture.  Seasonal residents who spend 
between one and three months at their seasonal home possess the highest educational 
attainment with nearly 50 percent having a Bachelor’s degree or higher.  The next highest 
educational attainment was reported by year-round newcomers and seasonal residents 
who spend between two weeks and one month at their seasonal abodes, as shown by 
42.40 and 41.08 percent indicating earning a Bachelor’s degree or higher, respectively.  
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The remaining residency categories were all similar in terms of percentages reporting a 
Bachelor’s degree or higher.  Year-round residents, however, did exhibit higher 
percentages of respondents with lower educational attainment than did their seasonal 
counterparts.  In sum, seasonal residents in this study did not exactly follow the patterns 
alluded to in the literature that seasonal residents are more highly educated 
(Clenndenning et al. 2005; Green et al. 1996; Stynes et al. 1997).   
 
Residents’ Use Patterns and Location of Primary Homes for Seasonal Residents 
 This section provides information of the types of recreational activities engaged in 
by seasonal and year-round residents, as well as information on the location of primary 
homes for seasonal residents.  First, recreational activities are examined for all residents 
within the six county region in order to provide an overall picture of the different use 
patterns between the detailed categories of year-round and seasonal residents.  Second, 
use patterns are described for the detailed residency categories in each of the six 
individual counties in an attempt to better understand the importance of the types of 
amenities offered within each of those counties.        
Table 13 shows the percentage of respondents within the detailed residency 
categories who have participated in key outdoor recreational activities within the twelve 
months prior to the delivery of the survey instrument.  In general, over half of both year-
round and seasonal residents reported that they have participated in wildlife viewing and 
day hiking, with a slightly higher percentage of more frequent seasonal residents 
indicating both.  Longstanding year-round residents indicated that they use the local area 
for hunting and riding all-terrain vehicles (ATVs).  Downhill skiing was reported as a 
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recreational activity by a higher percentage of seasonal residents who visit less frequently 
than either category of year-round residents.    
 
Table 13.  Percentage of Respondents Indicating Participation in Recreational Activities 
by Detailed Residency Categories  
Year-Round Seasonal Recreational Activity 
Newcomer Longstanding <15 15-31 32-90 >90 
Hunting 17.8 47.3 6.3 10.7 18.5 20.9 
Fishing 37.1 49.3 17.7 36.1 51.6 57.4 
Wildlife viewing 67.1 65.7 35.4 60.7 68.1 68.7 
Day hiking 67.1 56.1 44.3 66.4 68.1 61.7 
Riding ATVs 35.2 51.6 12.7 27.0 39.9 38.3 
Downhill Skiing 23.0 12.8 30.4 23.8 15.3 10.4 
N 213 537 79 122 248 115 
  
 Tables 14 through 19 report the recreational use patterns of respondents within 
each of the individual study counties.  While this information provides a description of 
the types of activities and amenities that are important within each county, the description 
by the detailed residency categories creates some issues due to small sample sizes in 
some counties.  Overall, however, the small number of cases does not diminish the 
importance of describing differences in recreational use occurring across the different 
counties.   
The majority of Wayne County year-round residents indicated participation in 
wildlife viewing and day hiking (Table 14).  In addition, longstanding year-round 
residents reported participation in hunting, fishing and riding ATVs at much higher levels 
then did newcomer year-round residents.  Results for seasonal residents also indicated 
high levels of participation in wildlife viewing and day hiking.  Moreover, seasonal 
residents who visit more frequently reported greater participation in these activities than 
any other residency category.  More frequent seasonal residents also indicated more 
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participation in hunting and fishing than year-round newcomers.  Riding ATVs was 
reported at lower levels for all categories of seasonal residents than their year-round 
counterparts.  Finally, downhill skiing use was nearly non-existent for all residency 
categories, indicating the lack of that particular type of amenity within the local area.       
 
Table 14.  Percentage of Respondents in Wayne County Indicating Participation in 
Recreational Activities by the Detailed Residency Categories  
Wayne County 
Year-Round Seasonal Recreational 
Activity Newcomer Longstanding <15 15-31 32-90 >90 
Hunting 28.1 60.2 27.3 16.0 27.4 33.3 
Fishing 34.4 64.7 18.2 24.0 54.8 54.2 
Wildlife viewing 78.1 72.2 90.9 64.0 79.0 79.2 
Day hiking 78.1 60.9 72.7 76.0 82.3 79.2 
Riding ATVs 43.8 63.9 9.1 24.0 35.5 37.5 
Downhill Skiing 3.1 2.3 0.0 4.0 1.6 0.0 
N 32 133 11 25 62 24 
 
 
 
 Over half of the longstanding year-round residents in Garfield County (Table 15) 
indicated participation in hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing and riding ATVs, while over 
half of the year-round newcomers reported participating in fishing, wildlife viewing, day 
hiking and riding ATVs.  The most common outdoor recreational activities for seasonal 
residents are fishing, wildlife viewing and day hiking.  In addition, riding ATVs was 
commonly reported by seasonal residents who visit their secondary homes more 
frequently.  
For Kane County (Table 16), the most common activities for year-round residents 
are wildlife viewing, day hiking and riding ATVs, with longstanding residents reporting 
more ATV use.  Hunting was reported much less by year-round residents in Kane County 
than in either Wayne or Garfield counties.  For seasonal residents, the same pattern of use 
110 
emerged with wildlife viewing, day hiking and riding ATVs being the most common.  
Seasonal residents also reported higher levels of riding ATVs than did year-round 
newcomers.   
        
Table 15.  Percentage of Respondents in Garfield County Indicating Participation in 
Recreational Activities by the Detailed Residency Categories 
Garfield County 
Year-Round Seasonal Recreational 
Activity Newcomer Longstanding <15 15-31 32-90 >90 
Hunting 43.3 59.7 6.2 17.9 26.0 36.4 
Fishing 56.7 53.2 25.0 57.1 74.0 75.8 
Wildlife viewing 83.3 62.1 25.0 64.3 74.0 78.8 
Day hiking 73.3 42.7 37.5 60.7 72.0 60.6 
Riding ATVs 56.7 59.7 18.8 35.7 54.0 60.6 
Downhill Skiing 13.3 4.8 0.0 3.6 4.0 3.0 
N 30 124 16 28 50 33 
 
Table 16.  Percentage of Respondents in Kane County Indicating Participation in 
Recreational Activities by the Detailed Residency Categories 
Kane County 
Year-Round Seasonal Recreational 
Activity Newcomer Longstanding <15 15-31 32-90 >90 
Hunting 9.8 40.5 12.5 4.5 20.4 11.5 
Fishing 24.4 39.6 12.5 36.4 59.3 65.4 
Wildlife viewing 61.0 64.0 62.5 77.3 77.8 69.2 
Day hiking 56.1 57.7 50.0 59.1 50.0 46.2 
Riding ATVs 34.1 53.2 50.0 50 55.6 46.2 
Downhill Skiing 7.3 2.7 0.0 4.5 1.9 3.8 
N 41 111 8 22 54 26 
 
Washington County year-round residents appear to be slightly less active than 
residents in the three counties (Table 17) discussed thus far.  Day hiking and wildlife 
viewing were reported by over half of the longstanding and newcomer year-round 
residents with much smaller percentages indicating participation in other types of outdoor 
recreational activities.  Seasonal residents, regardless of frequency of visitation, most 
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commonly reported day hiking, as shown by over half of respondents indicating use of 
this particular activity.  No other activity was reported by the majority of seasonal 
residents, with downhill skiing and hunting having the least recreational use.   
 
Table 17.  Percentage of Respondents in Washington County Indicating Participation in 
Recreational Activities by the Detailed Residency Categories   
Washington County 
Year-Round Seasonal Recreational Activity 
Newcomer Longstanding <15 15-31 32-90 >90 
Hunting 6.5 27.7 0.0 6.7 6.2 0.0 
Fishing 21.7 36.2 14.3 26.7 31.2 21.1 
Wildlife viewing 52.2 55.3 14.3 46.7 37.5 42.1 
Day hiking 56.5 55.3 14.3 73.3 62.5 52.6 
Riding ATVs 23.9 34.0 0.0 26.7 25.0 10.5 
Downhill Skiing 0.0 12.8 0.0 6.7 0.0 0.0 
N 46 47 7 15 32 19 
 
 The most common activities for year-round residents in Iron County are once 
again wildlife viewing and day hiking.  These activities are also the most common for 
seasonal residents.  Riding ATVs is also a more common activity for year-round residents 
than for their seasonal counterparts.  Likewise, downhill skiing is more prevalent among 
seasonal residents than year-round residents.  Overall, however, downhill skiing is much 
more common in Iron County than in any of the counties examined thus far, due 
undoubtedly to the presence of a ski resort within the county.     
The final county to be examined is Summit County (Table 19).  The most 
common recreational activities for year-round residents in Summit County are wildlife 
viewing, day hiking and downhill skiing.  In fact, downhill skiing is much more prevalent 
for year-round residents in this county than any other county in the study area.  This is 
also true for seasonal residents, as downhill skiing is by far the most common outdoor  
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Table 18.  Percentage of Respondents in Iron County Indicating Participation in 
Recreational Activities by the Detailed Residency Categories   
Iron County 
Year-Round Seasonal Recreational Activity 
Newcomer Longstanding <15 15-31 32-90 >90 
Hunting 20.0 51.8 0.0 0.0 8.3 0.0 
Fishing 65.0 46.4 36.4 46.2 37.5 66.7
Wildlife viewing 55.0 67.9 9.1 53.8 54.2 66.7
Day hiking 50.0 55.4 45.5 61.5 66.7 33.3
Riding ATVs 45.0 48.2 18.2 7.7 37.5 0.0 
Downhill Skiing 30.0 16.1 45.5 53.8 41.7 33.3
N 20 56 11 13 24 3 
 
activity across all categories of seasonal residents.  Wildlife viewing and day hiking are 
also commonly reported by seasonal residents, although not nearly as much as downhill 
skiing.  It is not surprising that downhill skiing stands out as the most important 
recreational activity due the presence of several world renowned ski resorts in Summit 
County. 
 
Table 19.  Percentage of Respondents in Summit County Indicating Participation in 
Recreational Activities by the Detailed Residency Categories   
Summit County 
Year-Round Seasonal Recreational Activity 
Newcomer Longstanding <15 15-31 32-90 >90
Hunting 11.4 19.7 0 10.5 3.8 10 
Fishing 40.9 39.4 7.7 21.1 23.1 50 
Wildlife viewing 75 68.2 26.9 47.4 61.5 60 
Day hiking 84.1 69.7 42.3 68.4 73.1 90 
Riding ATVs 22.7 24.2 0 5.3 11.5 10 
Downhill Skiing 79.5 63.6 73.1 94.7 92.3 90 
N 44 66 26 19 26 10 
  
 
 
 A comparison of the recreational activities across the six counties in this study 
reveals some similarities.  Wildlife viewing and day hiking are the activities engaged in 
by the largest percentages of respondents in all six counties, indicating a common thread 
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that may be related to the abundance of public lands in Utah.  These abundant public 
lands provide ample opportunity to take advantage of natural areas for uses such as 
hiking and viewing local wildlife.  Some differences between the counties also exist.  
First and foremost, residents in both Summit and Iron Counties were much more likely to 
report participation in downhill skiing, especially among seasonal residents, indicating 
the importance of amenities in these counties that provide winter season recreational 
opportunities.  Finally, Kane and Garfield Counties were shown to have larger 
proportions of residents, both year-round and seasonal, who use ATVs for recreation.   
 
Seasonal Residents’ Location of Primary Homes 
 
 This section examines the location of primary homes for seasonal residents 
sampled in this study.  The literature review in Chapter 2 discussed the importance of the 
concept of “escape” for seasonal residents.  Incorporated into the concept of “escape” is 
the notion that seasonal residents are often attempting to flee urban environments to a 
location that is viewed as being more tranquil, having a slower pace due to its rural 
environment, and affording an overall higher quality of life.  For this reason, the location 
of primary homes for seasonal residents was broken into the following categories; 
Wasatch Front3, Las Vegas, St. George, Cedar City, other locations in Utah (outside of 
the Wasatch Front, St. George, or Cedar City), Intermountain West States (Arizona, 
Nevada-outside of Las Vegas, New Mexico, Idaho, Montana, Wyoming, and Colorado), 
West Coast states (California, Oregon, and Washington), elsewhere in the United States, 
and international.  The first four categories were created to uniquely identify nearby 
 
3 The Wasatch Front entails the Greater Salt Lake City Metropolitan Area ranging from Weber County in 
the north to Utah County in the South 
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urban regions, providing some idea of the number of seasonal residents temporarily 
migrating from those particular regional urban environments.  It should be noted, 
however, that the other categories also possess urban locations that are in all likelihood 
associated with a substantial number of seasonal residents’ primary homes.   
 Table 20 reveals that the majority (54 percent) of seasonal residents in this study 
do come from the nearby urban environments of the Wasatch Front, Las Vegas, St. 
George, and Cedar City, with nearly half (48.4) coming from the Wasatch Front or Las 
Vegas.  After the Wasatch Front and Las Vegas, seasonal residents generally have their 
primary homes in either other Utah locations or from States located on the West Coast of 
the United States4.  Seasonal residents who have their primary homes in the Wasatch 
Front area tend most often to have seasonal homes in Wayne and Washington Counties, 
while residents from the Las Vegas Area tend to have their seasonal homes in Kane, 
Garfield and Iron Counties.  Summit County draws significant portions of seasonal 
residents from locations further away, as shown by higher percentages from the West 
Coast, elsewhere in the United States and International categories of primary residence 
locations.  Visitation to Summit County by seasonal residents appears to most often 
involve significantly more travel time, and undoubtedly a higher allocation of financial 
resources among the seasonal resident population.                 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4 An examination of the primary residence locations in the West Coast States indicated that large 
proportions are indeed located within urban areas in that region.   
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Table 20.  Location of Seasonal Residents’ Primary Residences  
Location of Primary 
Residence All Counties Kane Garfield Wayne Washington Iron Summit 
Wasatch Front 24.1 7.2 11.0 54.0 42.5 9.8 14.5 
Las Vegas Area 24.3 49.5 37.8 1.6 6.8 51.0 2.4 
Cedar City 1.9 3.6 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
St. George 3.7 2.7 4.7 2.4 8.2 5.9 0.0 
Other Utah 13.9 12.6 17.3 16.9 17.8 5.9 7.2 
Intermountain West 8.1 7.2 8.7 8.1 13.7 7.8 3.6 
West Coast 13.7 11.7 13.4 10.5 5.5 13.7 28.9 
Elsewhere US 9.3 5.4 1.6 6.5 2.7 5.9 38.6 
International 1.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.7 0.0 4.8 
N 569 111 127 124 73 51 83 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
116 
CHAPTER 5 
SENTIMENTAL DIMENSION OF COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT 
 
 This chapter examines residents’ levels of sentimental attachment to community.  
The dependent variable is a latent construct consisting of five indicators measuring 
respondents’ sentiments toward their communities.  Analysis begins with a univariate 
description of the five indicators comprising the dependent variable construct and moves 
into a bivariate examination of the relationship between residency type and the five 
indicators of sentimental attachment.  Next, confirmatory factor analyses (measurement 
model) examining how well the latent construct of sentimental attachment predicts the 
five observed indicators are described for both year-round and seasonal respondents.  
Finally, the full structural equation model incorporating all independent and control 
variables is explored for both year-round and seasonal residents.  The chapter closes by 
explaining the similarities and differences between year-round and seasonal residents’ 
sentimental attachment to community, as well as discussing the findings related to the 
pertinent research expectations.   
 
Indicators of Sentimental Attachment 
The indicators comprising the sentimental dimension of community attachment 
follow Matarrita-Cascante et al. (2006) who used a five-item composite to measure the 
construct.  Included in their composite were variables measuring feelings of acceptance 
and belonging to the community, trust and helpfulness of community members and the 
sense that the community is a “real home”.  This study utilizes a latent construct approach 
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rather than a composite index score and will therefore examine each of the indicators 
separately.  Univariate descriptions of each of the five indicators are shown in Table 21.      
 
Table 21.  Univariate Measures of Central Tendency for Indicators of Sentimental 
Attachment to Community 
Skewness  
Indicators of sentimental 
attachment to 
community 
 
N Range Mean Std. Deviation Variance
Std. 
Error Statistic Std. Error 
Critical 
Ratio 
Feeling of belonging 1308 1-5 3.985 1.077 1.160 0.030 -0.964 0.068 -14.18 
Feeling of acceptance 1308 1-5 3.848 1.167 1.361 0.032 -0.805 0.068 -11.84 
People would help out 1310 1-5 4.076 1.024 1.048 0.028 -1.064 0.068 -15.65 
Feeling of trust  1310 1-5 4.063 0.957 0.917 0.026 -0.974 0.068 -14.32 
Community is a real 
home 1310 1-5 4.075 1.068 1.140 0.030 -1.050 0.068 -15.44 
 
 Table 21 reveals that respondents have a generally high sentimental attachment to 
their communities, as shown by the mean scores.  The means range from 3.848 to 4.076 
and indicate that respondents, on average, “somewhat agree” with each of the five 
measures.  This finding is not surprising as the majority of the previous research on this 
dimension of community attachment has reported similar results.  The skewness statistics 
show that all five of the indicators are skewed to the left (negatively skewed).  An 
examination of the critical ratio of the skewness statistics to their standard errors reveals 
that the assumption of normal distributions has been violated due to the ratios being 
outside of the acceptable -2 to 2 range (SPSS 2008).  In order to reduce the skewness of 
the variables, the measure of sentimental attachment will be recoded into low attachment 
(strongly disagree, somewhat disagree and neutral), intermediate attachment (somewhat 
agree) and high attachment (strongly agree).  Table 22 shows the univariate descriptive 
statistics for the recoded indicators of sentimental dimension of attachment.  The critical 
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ratio of the skewness statistics to their standard errors reveals that the original skewness 
problem has been drastically reduced in the recoded process.   In addition, bootstrapping 
permutations, which provide a mechanism to determine if parameter and model fit 
estimates are inflated, will be examined in AMOS and described later in the chapter.   
 
Table 22.  Univariate Measures of Central Tendency for Recoded Indicators of 
Sentimental Attachment to Community 
Skewness  
 Indicators of 
sentimental 
attachment to 
community 
  
N Range Mean Std. Deviation Variance
Std. 
Error Statistic Std. Error
Critical 
Ratio 
Feeling of 
belonging 1308 0-2 1.12 0.82 0.68 0.02 -0.22 0.07 -3.14 
Feeling of 
acceptance 1308 0-2 1.04 0.84 0.71 0.02 -0.07 0.07 -1.00 
People would 
help out 1310 0-2 1.18 0.80 0.65 0.02 -0.34 0.07 -4.86 
Feeling of trust  1310 0-2 1.14 0.78 0.61 0.02 -0.26 0.07 -3.71 
Community is a 
real home 1310 0-2 1.19 0.83 0.69 0.02 -0.38 0.07 -5.43 
 
Bivariate Analysis of Respondents’ Sentimental Attachment 
Table 23 examines the distribution of scores on the indicators of sentimental 
attachment to community by the detailed residency status variable.  Chi-square statistics 
show that the residency categories vary significantly on each of the five indicators of 
sentimental attachment to community.  The year-round longstanding category has the 
largest percentages of respondents indicating they are highly attached to their 
communities and also the smallest percentages of respondents reporting low attachment 
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for each of the five indicators.  Seasonal residents who visit their secondary properties 
less often (either two weeks or less or more than two weeks to one month), on the other 
hand, report the complete opposite of year-round longstanding residents.  They have the 
lowest sentimental attachment of the residency categories.  Finally, year-round 
newcomers and seasonal residents who more frequently visit their secondary properties 
are quite similar in their levels of sentimental attachment to their communities, as shown 
by generally comparable levels of attachment across each of the five indicators. 
Cramer’s V is also reported in Table 23.  This statistic is a symmetric measure of 
association for nominal variables and is based on the chi-square statistic.  This particular 
measure of association is used because of its sensitivity to skewed variables.  Cramer’s V 
has a range of values from 0 to 1 with 0 representing no relationship and 1 indicating a 
perfect relationship.  Because the chi-square values for each of the five indicators of 
sentimental attachment were significant, the Cramer’s V statistics are also significant.  In 
general, each of the indicators of sentimental attachment revealed moderate strength 
relationships with only the “community is a real home” variable having a strong 
relationship, as shown by the Cramer’s V being greater than .3.   
 
Structural Equation Modeling 
 Structural equation modeling allows for latent constructs to be created from 
observed variables.  This technique will be utilized to create the latent construct of the 
“sentimental dimension of community attachment” that will attempt to predict 
respondents’ scores on each of the five observed indicators.  This component of structural 
equation model is termed the measurement model or confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).     
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Table 23.  Indicators of Sentimental Attachment by Residency Type with Chi-square Statistic and Degrees of Freedom   
Residency Type 
Year-round Seasonal Indicators of sentimental attachment to 
community  Long-
standing Newcomer 
2 weeks or 
less 
2 weeks to 
one month 1-3 months >3 months 
χ2,  
df,  
Cramer's V 
Low Attachment 24.13 (125) 25.48 (53) 63.01 (46) 44.92 (53) 26.36 (63) 21.62 (24) 
Intermediate Attachment 24.90 (129) 31.73 (66) 21.92 (16) 35.59 (42) 38.08 (91) 42.34 (47) 
High Attachment 50.97 (264) 42.79 (89) 15.07 (11) 19.49 (23) 35.56 (85) 36.04 (40) 
Feeling of 
Belonging 
Total 100 (518) 100 (208) 100 (73) 100 (118) 100 (239) 100 (111) 
106.02***, 
10,   
.205  
           
Low Attachment 19.62 (102) 35.75 (74) 71.62 (53) 52.14 (61) 41.42 (99) 32.73 (36) 
Intermediate Attachment 24.23 (126) 32.85 (68) 3.28 (12) 9.84 (36) 23.22 (85) 10.66 (39) 
High Attachment 56.15 (292) 31.40 (65) 12.16 (9) 17.09 (20) 23.01 (55) 31.82 (35) 
Feeling of 
Acceptance 
Total 100 (520) 100 (207) 100 (74) 100 (117) 100 (239) 100 (110) 
183.60***, 
10,  
.269  
           
Low Attachment 14.07 (73) 23.67 (49) 58.11 (43) 39.83 (47) 30.42 (73) 21.62 (24) 
Intermediate Attachment 24.47 (127) 42.51 (88) 4.40 (18) 11.98 (49) 20.05 (82) 11.00 (45) 
High Attachment 61.46 (319) 33.82 (70) 17.57 (13) 18.64 (22) 35.42 (85) 37.84 (42) 
If I was in 
Trouble, 
People 
Would Help Total 100 (519) 100 (207) 100 (74) 100 (118) 100 (240) 100 (111) 
172.27***, 
10,  
.261  
           
Low Attachment 19.04 (99) 24.15 (50) 45.21 (33) 29.91 (35) 27.50 (66) 19.82 (22) 
Intermediate Attachment 34.42 (179) 45.41 (94) 28.77 (21) 45.30 (53) 32.08 (77) 39.64 (44) 
High Attachment 46.54 (242) 30.43 (63) 26.03 (19) 24.79 (29) 40.42 (97) 40.54 (45) 
Feeling of 
Trust 
Total 100 (520) 100 (207) 100 (73) 100 (117) 100 (240) 100 (111) 
53.76***,  
10,  
.146 
           
Low Attachment 11.13 (58) 23.56 (49) 63.01 (46) 56.90 (66) 35.42 (85) 27.03 (30) 
Intermediate Attachment 21.50 (112) 33.65 (70) 23.29 (17) 22.41 (26) 33.75 (81) 40.54 (45) 
High Attachment 67.37 (351) 42.79 (89) 13.70 (10) 20.69 (24) 30.83 (74) 32.43 (36) 
Community 
is a Real 
Home 
Total 100 (521) 100 (208) 100 (73) 100 (116) 100 (240) 100 (111) 
255.07***, 
10,  
.317  
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
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Confirmatory factor analyses seek to test the significance of a hypothesized factor model 
using sample data, which differs from the more commonly used exploratory factor 
analyses that attempt to find a model that fits the data (Schumacker and Lomax 2004).  
The advantage of the confirmatory factor analysis allows for specific theorized 
correlations between indicators to be specified, as well as one indicator, usually the most 
general, being scaled to one to allow for comparison with the other indicators in the 
factor model.  Upon completing the CFA, the full structural equation model with all of 
the independent and control variables will be discussed.   
 
Measurement Models   
 Figure three represents the pictorial illustration of the measurement model or CFA 
for both year-round and seasonal residents.  This model fixes the variable “community is 
a real home” to one, as it is theoretically the most general of the five indicators 
comprising the latent variable of sentimental attachment.  In addition, correlations 
between a “feeling of belonging,” “feeling of acceptance,” and “community is a real 
home” have been theoretically established a priori.  If an individual believes that s/he 
belongs to a community then that individual also should feel a sense of acceptance.  
Moreover, if one feels either a sense of belonging or acceptance then they will more than 
likely also have a feeling that the community is truly their home.  It is for these reasons 
that the correlations shown in Figure 3 have been established a priori.           
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Figure 3.  Illustration showing the measurement model or confirmatory factor analysis 
for the sentimental dimension of community attachment used for both year-round and 
seasonal residents.   
 
Table 24 provides the results of the measurement models for both year-round and 
seasonal residents.  For both models the parameters of the four unconstrained indicators 
of sentimental attachment cluster reasonably well around the indicator fixed at one.  Due 
to the fact that the observed variables composing the latent construct are categorical in 
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nature, the polychoric matrix was examined (using LISREL 8.0) to determine if using the 
categorical ordinal variable created any concerns.  The results showed that treating the 
variable as continuous does not cause any problems.  The results from the polychoric 
matrix analysis can be found in the methodological appendix (Appendix B).  The 
measures of model fit also signify that the data fit the theorized model of sentimental 
attachment.  The measures of model fit included are the most commonly cited and robust 
measures.   
The first measure of fit examined is the chi-square value.  This value essentially 
represents the probability of departure of data from the theorized model.  A significant 
chi-square value is indicative of data that do not fit the theorized model.  In the current 
case, the year-round residents model was shown to be properly fit based on its chi-square 
probability value of p=.117.  The seasonal residents model, however, had a chi-square 
probability of p=.042 indicating a significant departure of the data from the model.  
Fortunately, this problem is a common one in structural equation modeling.  Joreskog and 
Sorbom (1993) point out that more often than not a large chi-square value, relative to 
degrees of freedom, is found and indicates a need to amend the model so that the data fit 
better.  In reality, this problem is usually associated more with the assumptions of the chi-
square test than actual problems with model fit.  Most researchers incorporating structural 
equation modeling believe that the problems with the chi-square measure can be 
addressed by examining additional goodness-of-fit indexes.  The AGFI (Adjusted 
Goodness of Fit Index) is often used as a measure of model fit due to its ability to 
incorporate degrees of freedom (Byrne 2001).  Its values range from 0 to 1, with values 
closer to one indicating the data fit the theorized model.  Both models have values larger 
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than .90 indicating the models have at least a reasonable fit.  In fact the year-round model 
has an AGFI equal to .971 indicating excellent model fit.  The IFI (Incremental Fit Index) 
also incorporates degrees of freedom into the equation and was developed by Bollen 
(1989) to address issues of under fitting models with small sample sizes.  The IFI for the 
models presented here are .998 and .994 for year-round and seasonal residents 
respectively.  These both indicate excellent fit of the data to the theorized model.  Finally, 
the RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) is the most commonly used 
measure of model fit due to its sensitivity to the complexity of the model under 
examination (Browne and Cudeck 1993).  According to Hu and Bentler (1999), an 
RMSEA of less than .06 indicates a good model fit, while values between .06 and .08 are 
reasonable and values less than .1 are mediocre (but still justified).  The models on 
sentimental attachment found that the RMSEA for year-round respondents was .051 and 
.083 for seasonal respondents.  Both reveal that the data from the indicators of 
sentimental attachment fit the theorized model.  Moreover, when all four measures of 
model fit are examined together, one can reasonably conclude that the data are 
appropriate for the theorized model.  
The last concern that needs to be dealt with is the issue of skewness and resulting 
non-normality, which violates a major assumption of SEM.  Mardia’s coefficient, which 
as a test of multivariate normality should have a value between -2 and 2 for normal 
multivariate distributions, is found in Table 24.  The results show that only the year round 
model has an issue of multivariate non-normality.  In order to prove that the parameter 
estimates and model fit measures were not inflated, a bootstrapping procedure was 
completed.  Bootstrapping allows for multiple subsamples from the original data to be 
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drawn, thereby providing parameter distributions that can be examined for each 
subsample (Byrne 2001).  By examining these additional parameter estimates, which are 
rendered free from normality assumptions (Zhu 1997), it can be determined if the original 
maximum likelihood estimates are significantly inflated.  The results of the bootstrapping 
procedures indicated that the maximum likelihood estimates were not overly inflated and 
therefore appropriate to use.  The results of this procedure can be found in the 
methodological appendix (Appendix B).          
 
Table 24.  Sentimental Dimension of Community Attachment Measurement Model or 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Both Year-round and Seasonal Residents  
 Year-round Seasonal 
 
Unstandardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error Skew  p 
Unstandardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error Skew  p 
Belonging 0.84 0.07 -4.31 *** 0.71 0.07 0.82 *** 
Acceptance 1.04 0.07 -4.35 *** 0.89 0.07 4.22 *** 
Help 1.11 0.08 -6.48 *** 1.19 0.10 0.70 *** 
Trust 1.05 0.08 -3.55 *** 1.10 0.09 -0.65 *** 
Home 1.00  -8.92  1.00  2.34  
Mardia’s 
Coefficient 4.985 (critical ratio=6.235) 1.449 (critical ratio=1.542) 
N 438 317 
Chi-square 4.283 (p=.117) 6.34 (p=.042) 
df 2 2 
AGFI 0.971 0.941 
IFI 0.998 0.994 
RMSEA 0.051 0.083 
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
Full Structural Equation Model  
Figure 4 represents the full structural equation model that incorporates the 
independent and control variables into the analysis.  The only difference between the 
model used for year-round residents and the one used for seasonal residents is one 
independent variable.  For the year-round model the variable length of residence is used 
to examine the amount of time respondents have lived in their community, while the 
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variable frequency of visitation is used for the seasonal model.  These variables represent 
the residency types examined in the bivariate analysis earlier in this chapter.   
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Figure 4.  Illustration of the full structural equation models used to examine the 
sentimental dimension of community attachment for both year-round and seasonal 
residents.   
 
 
The results from the full structural equation model for both year-round and 
seasonal residents are shown in Table 25.  The overall model fit for both year-round and 
seasonal residents indicate that the structural model fits the data well, as shown by 
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multiple model fit indices.  The AGFI for the models are .901 for the year-round model 
and .909 for the seasonal model.  Meanwhile, the IFI is .953 and .969 for year-round and 
seasonal residents respectively.  Finally, the RMSEA, the most commonly used measure 
of model fit, was found to be .064 for the year-round residents and .051 for seasonal 
residents.  Both indicate that the theorized models possess good fit with the data.    
According to the full structural equation model, the most important predictors of 
sentimental attachment to community for year-round residents are the importance of the 
area’s rural character, membership in the LDS faith, and length of residence in the 
community.  The importance of the communities’ rural character as a motivation to 
purchase a home had the largest standardized coefficient (.314).  This shows that when 
respondents indicate increased importance of an area’s rural character their scores on the 
indicators of sentimental attachment also increase.  Similarly, respondents who indicate 
they are members of the LDS faith (.277) also have higher levels of sentimental 
attachment.  The final variable shown to have a reasonable effect on sentimental 
attachment was length of residence (.127), indicating that residents who have lived in the 
community for more than ten years have higher levels of sentimental attachment.  The 
overall coefficient of determination for the year-round model was .309.  Therefore, a 
fairly large proportion of variation (30.9 percent) in the indicators of sentimental 
attachment is explained by the theorized model.   
The full structural equation model for seasonal residents also found that increased 
importance of an area’s rural character (.364) and frequent visitation to ones’ seasonal 
home (.216) held the most predictive power on sentimental attachment.  In addition, 
decreased financial motivation for purchasing their seasonal home (-.130) and more  
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Table 25.  Results from the Full Structural Equation Model for Both Year-round and 
Seasonal Residents 
 Year-round Seasonal 
 
Standard 
Estimate 
Unstandard 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Standard 
Estimate 
Unstandard 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Belonging 0.602 0.848 0.062 *** 0.566 0.742 0.068 *** 
Acceptance 0.754 1.090 0.070 *** 0.714 0.900 0.075 *** 
Help 0.781 1.023 0.063 *** 0.824 1.090 0.079 *** 
Trust 0.792 0.957 0.064 *** 0.749 1.022 0.078 *** 
Home 0.706 1.000   0.778 1.000   
Gender -0.058 -.065 0.052 0.214 -0.099 -.125 0.069 0.070
Size of 
community grew 
up in 
0.102 .036 0.019 0.051 -0.014 -.005 0.024 0.820
Education 0.070 .040 0.028 0.152 0.011 .007 0.035 0.850
Income 0.090 .029 0.016 0.071 0.002 .001 0.020 0.979
Motivation: 
Financial -0.072 -.030 0.020 0.128 -0.130 -.059 0.026 0.026
Motivation: 
Natural 
Amenities 
0.020 .005 0.012 0.715 0.025 .006 0.016 0.687
Motivation: 
Rural Character 0.314 .054 0.010 *** 0.364 .065 0.011 *** 
Frequency of 
Visitation/Length 0.127 .159 0.059 0.007 0.216 .136 0.036 *** 
Non LDS/LDS 0.277 .323 0.067 *** 0.033 .041 0.078 0.599
Life Cycle Stage 0.083 .035 0.019 0.071 0.058 .029 0.029 0.308
Political views 0.002 .001 0.024 0.970 -0.120 -.055 0.028 0.045
R2 0.309 0.294 
N 438 317 
Chi-square 132.229*** 86.023*** 
df 47.000 47.000 
AGFI 0.901 0.909 
IFI 0.953 0.969 
RMSEA 0.064 0.051 
***p<.001 
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conservative political orientation (-.120) had significant effects on sentimental attachment 
to the community.  The coefficient of determination for the seasonal model (.294) was 
slightly lower than the year-round model, but still explained a substantial proportion of 
the variation (29.4 percent) in the indicators of sentimental attachment.          
 A comparison of the two models reveals that an area’s rural character has the 
most predictive power on sentimental attachment for both residency types.  Moreover, the 
length of residency in an area for year-round residents and the frequency of visitation to 
the area for seasonal residents were important predictors.  This is not surprising as length 
of residency is most commonly cited as a key predictor of community attachment 
(Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Sampson 1988).  The similarities in residents’ foundations 
of sentimental attachment end here though.  The local context variables of religion and 
political orientation revealed some differences between the residency types.  Membership 
in the LDS faith is only significant for year-round residents and not significant for 
seasonal residents.  Likewise, seasonal residents who have more liberal orientations were 
proven to have higher levels of sentimental attachment.  All and all, these models do 
reveal that while the most important predictive elements of sentimental attachment do not 
vary between residence type, some of the lower level predictors do show slight 
discrepancies in the foundations of sentimental attachment to community.    
 
Summary of Findings on the Sentimental Dimension of Community Attachment 
 In order to summarize the findings of this chapter, a review of the corresponding 
research expectations (Chapter 2) must be given.  The following are the research 
expectations that correspond to sentimental attachment to community: 
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3. Levels of attachment to the community, across all three conceptual 
dimensions, will vary for seasonal residents based on their frequency of 
visits to their second homes.  Seasonal residents who more frequently visit 
their secondary properties will have higher levels of community 
attachment than their infrequent counterparts.   
 
4. Likewise, levels of attachment to the community, across all three 
conceptual dimensions, will vary for year-round residents based on their 
length of residency.  Year-round residents who have lived in the 
community for more than ten years will have higher levels of community 
attachment. 
 
5. Motivational factors for purchasing residential property will play a role in 
the formation of multiple dimensions of community attachment for both 
types of residents. 
 
a. Financial motivations for purchasing residential property will be 
negatively associated with the sentiments and social bonds 
dimensions, but positively associated with the participation 
dimension of community attachment.     
 
b. The rural character of an area as a motivation for purchasing 
residential property will be important for the development of the 
sentimental dimension of community attachment for seasonal 
residents.   
 
c. The importance of natural amenities as a motivational factor for 
purchasing residential property will be an important predictor for 
sentiments and participation dimensions of community attachment 
for both seasonal and year-round residents.   
 
Bivariate analysis of residency type on the five indicators of sentimental 
attachment found evidence in support of research expectations three and four above.  The 
level of sentimental attachment to community did indeed differ among seasonal residents.  
Seasonal residents who more frequently visit their host communities reported higher 
levels of sentimental attachment than did their counterparts who visit less frequently.  
This was true for all five indicators of sentimental attachment.  Not only were there 
higher levels of sentimental attachment among seasonal residents who more frequently 
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visit their secondary communities, but there was also higher proportions of less frequent 
seasonal residents who reported low sentimental attachment across all five indicators.  
Paralleling the results from the seasonal residents were the findings associated with year-
round residents.  Longstanding year-round residents reported much higher levels of 
sentimental attachment, for all five indicators, than did the year-round newcomer 
residents.  In addition, the proportion of residents indicating low sentimental attachment 
was lower among longstanding residents than for newcomers.  While not a research 
expectation mentioned in chapter two, it is worth noting that the proportions of year-
round newcomers and frequently visiting seasonal residents who reported high levels of 
sentimental attachment were quite similar.  This finding reveals that these types of 
residents may have more in common with each other, in terms of sentimental attachment 
to community, than they do with their counterparts within their own broader residency 
categories.           
According to the structural equation models, financial motivations for purchasing 
residential property did prove to be negatively associated with sentimental attachment for 
both types of residents.  However, this negative association was only statistically 
significant for the seasonal residents’ model.  The year-round residents’ model found a 
negative association, but the coefficient was not statistically significant.  This finding 
indicates that seasonal residents who purchase their seasonal homes as a financial 
investment are statistically less likely to form high levels of sentimental attachment to 
their secondary communities.  This is intuitive as those types of residents are not 
purchasing residential property as an “escape” but rather as a source of income in most 
cases.   
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The importance of the rural character of an area was also found to significantly 
related to sentimental attachment for seasonal residents, thereby following research 
expectation number 5b.  Seasonal residents who believe that the rural character of an area 
is an important factor in their decision to purchase a seasonal home are more likely to 
indicate higher levels of sentimental attachment to their secondary communities.  This 
follows the literature on seasonal homes regarding the concept of “escape” from everyday 
pressures to a slower paced, more tranquil and cleaner rural environment.  Interestingly, 
year-round residents who reported the rural character of the area as important were also 
found to have higher levels of sentimental attachment.   
The final research expectation associated with motivational factors behind 
purchasing residential property was not supported by either of the structural equation 
models.  The importance of an area’s natural amenities, such as recreational 
opportunities, natural beauty and climatic conditions did not prove to be significantly 
related to sentimental attachment.  While the importance of natural amenities may be 
important to residents, it does not appear to be related to their sentiments toward their 
communities, at least as measured here.         
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CHAPTER 6 
PARTICIPATION DIMENSION OF COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT 
 
This chapter examines residents’ levels of participation within their communities.  
The dependent variable is a latent construct consisting of three indicators measuring 
respondents’ participation in community affairs.  Analysis begins with a univariate 
description of the three indicators comprising the dependent variable construct and moves 
into a bivariate examination of the relationship between residency type and the three 
indicators of community participation.  Next, confirmatory factor analyses examining 
how well the latent construct of community participation predicts the three observed 
indicators are described for both year-round and seasonal respondents.  Finally, the full 
structural equation model incorporating all independent and control variables is explored 
for both year-round and seasonal residents.  The chapter closes by examining the findings 
in relation to the research expectations posited in Chapter 2.   
 
Indicators of Community Participation 
The set of indicators comprising the participation dimension of community 
attachment modifies the approach adopted by Matarrita-Cascante et al. (2006), who used 
a six item composite to measure the construct.  Included in their composite were three 
variables measuring various aspects of service to the community and three measures 
more associated with taking part in an important community issue.  This study drops the 
measures of service to the community due to a lack of variability among seasonal 
residents.  Instead, only the three measures associated with taking part in a community 
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issue are used.  These measures are binary (0=no, 1=yes) and include “worked with other 
local residents,” “attended any public meeting,” and “contacted a public official”.   The 
current analysis utilizes a latent construct approach rather than a composite index score 
and will therefore examine each of the indicators separately.  Univariate descriptions of 
each of the three indicators are shown in Table 26.   
    
Table 26.  Univariate Measures of Central Tendency for Indicators of Community 
Participation 
 Skewness Indicators of 
Community 
Participation 
N Range Mean Std. Deviation Variance Std. 
Error Statistic 
Std. 
Error 
Critical 
Ratio 
Contacted 
public official 1319 0-1 0.514 0.500 0.250 0.014 -0.056 0.067 -0.834 
Worked with 
others 1319 0-1 0.503 0.500 0.250 0.014 -0.011 0.067 -0.158 
Attend a public 
meeting 1318 0-1 0.421 0.494 0.244 0.014 0.320 0.067 4.748 
 
 
 Table 26 displays the mean scores, measures of variation and skewness statistics 
for each indicator of community participation.  Over half of the respondents indicated 
they had contacted a public official (51.4 percent) or worked with other community 
members (50.3 percent) to try and deal with some community issue, as shown by their 
mean scores.  Less than half of respondents, however, indicated that they have attended a 
public meeting in the community (42.1 percent).  The skewness critical ratio shows that 
there are not any problems with skewness for “contacted a public official” or “worked 
with others,” while “attended a public meeting” is slightly skewed to the right (positively 
skewed).  In order to account for the issue of skewness, a test of multivariate normality 
will be completed in the multivariate analysis section of this chapter.   
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Bivariate Analysis 
 Table 27 depicts the bivariate analysis of residency type and indicators of 
community participation.  The table examines the distribution of scores on the indicators 
of community participation by the more detailed residency status variable.  Chi-square 
statistics show that the residency categories vary significantly on each of the three 
indicators of community participation.     
All three indicators of community participation reveal the same general pattern 
across the residency types.  Year-round longstanding residents report the most 
participation in community affairs across all three indicators.  Year-round newcomers and 
seasonal residents who visit their second homes for more than 3 months a year are shown 
to have similar levels of participation.  Over half of year-round newcomers reported that 
they have worked with other local residents or attended a public meeting, while just 
under half of the year-round newcomers reported that they had contacted a public official.  
In addition, over half of seasonal residents who visit for more than three months a year 
indicate that they have worked with other local residents or have contacted a public 
official.  Only slightly more than a third, however, indicated that they have attended a 
public meeting.  In all, as the visitation rates of seasonal residents increase their levels of 
participation in community affairs also increases.   
Cramer’s V is also reported in Table 27.  This statistic is a symmetric measure of 
association for nominal variables and is based on the chi-square statistic.  Once again, 
this particular measure of association is used because of its sensitivity to skewed 
variables.  Because the chi-square values for each of the three indicators of community  
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Table 27. Indicators of Community Participation by Residency Type with Chi-square Statistic, Degrees of Freedom and Cramer’s V 
Measure of Association 
Residency Type 
Year-round Seasonal Indicators of Community 
Participation Longstanding Newcomer 2 weeks or less 
2 weeks to 
one month 1-3 months >3 months 
χ2,  
df, 
Cramer's 
V 
Yes 63.60 (332) 55.98 (117) 12.99 (10) 28.81 (34) 36.48 (89) 57.27 (63) 
No 36.40 (190) 44.02 (92) 87.01 (67) 71.19 (84) 63.52 (155) 42.73 (47) 
Worked with 
other local 
residents Total 100 (522) 100 (209) 100 (77) 100 (118) 100 (244) 100 (110) 
125.11***, 
5,  
.313 
         
Yes 61.35 (319) 53.11 (111) 2.60 (2) 16.10 (19) 22.13 (54) 34.23 (38) 
No 38.65 (201) 46.89 (98) 97.40 (75) 83.90 (99) 77.87 (190) 65.77 (73) 
Attended 
any public 
meeting Total 100 (520) 100 (209) 100 (77) 100 (118) 100 (244) 100 (111) 
213.61***, 
5,  
.409 
         
Yes 67.18 (350) 49.28 (103) 18.18 (14) 32.20 (38) 38.27 (93) 55.86 (62) 
No 32.82 (171) 50.72 (106) 81.82 (63) 67.80 (80) 61.73 (150) 44.14 (49) 
Contacted a 
public official 
Total 100 (521) 100 (209) 100 (77) 100 (118) 100 (243) 100 (111) 
121.38***, 
5,  
.308 
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
   
 
 
 
 
137 
participation were significant, the Cramer’s V statistics are also significant.  All three of 
the indicators of community participation were shown to have a strong relationship with 
the residency types.  “Worked with other local residents” and “contacted a public 
official” had similar Cramer’s V scores of .313 and .308, respectively, while “attended a 
public meeting” exhibited the strongest relationship with residency type (.409).   
 
Structural Equation Modeling 
As discussed in the previous chapter, structural equation modeling allows for 
latent constructs to be created from observed variables.  This technique is utilized to 
create the latent construct of “community participation” that will attempt to predict 
respondents’ scores on each of the three observed indicators.  This component of the 
structural equation model is termed the measurement model or confirmatory factor 
analysis (CFA) (see the previous chapter for a more detailed explanation of CFAs).  
Upon completing the CFA, the full structural equation model with all of the independent 
and control variables will be discussed.   
 
Measurement Models   
 Figure 5 represents the pictorial illustration of the measurement model or CFA for 
both year-round and seasonal residents.  This model fixes the variable “attended any 
public meeting” to one.  No correlations between observed variables have been theorized 
a priori. 
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Figure 5.  Illustration showing the measurement model or confirmatory factor analysis 
for the community participation dimension of community attachment used for both year-
round and seasonal residents.   
 
 
Table 28 provides the results of the measurement models for both year-round and 
seasonal residents.  For both models, the parameters of the two unconstrained indicators 
of sentimental attachment cluster reasonably well around the indicator fixed at one.  Due 
to the fact that the observed variables composing the latent construct are binary in nature, 
the  
polychoric matrix was examined (using LISREL 8.0) to determine if using the binary 
variable created any statistical concerns.  The results showed that treating the variables as 
continuous does not cause any problems thereby justifying treating them as continuous 
measures.  The results from the polychoric matrix analysis can be found in the 
139 
methodological appendix (Appendix C).  In addition to the polychoric tests of categorical 
data, an assessment of multivariate normality was also conducted to determine if the 
skewness of the observed indicators were problematic.  Mardia’s coefficient, which is a 
test of multivariate normality, is also reported in Table 28.  This test revealed that there is 
not a serious issue with multivariate nonnormality for either the year-round or seasonal 
models as Mardia’s coefficient has a critical ratio of -.911 for year-round residents and -
2.290 for seasonal residents.       
 Both the year-round and the seasonal models have the same number of estimated 
parameters as variances and covariances of the observed variables.  In this situation it is 
called a saturated model.  In more practical terms, the degrees of freedom for the models 
are equal to zero.  Due to the models being perfectly saturated, the measures of model fit 
are not computable and the model is said to be perfectly fit.  This does not mean, 
however, that the there are no potential problems with the theorized model.  It simply 
means that the goodness of fit measures are not computable and caution should be used.  
In this case, an examination of parameter estimates, standard errors, and standardized 
residuals will need to be used.  All of the information on the parameter estimates, 
standard errors, and standardized residuals can be found in the methodological appendix 
(Appendix C).  The acceptability of parameter estimates are examined by determining if 
they have the appropriate sign, size and statistical significance.  According to Byrne 
(2001:75), “examples of parameters exhibiting unreasonable estimates are correlations 
>1.00, negative variances, and covariance or correlation matrices that are not positive 
definite.”  In addition, the standard errors associated with both models should be neither 
excessively small nor excessively large.  Finally, the standardized residual matrix should 
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be examined to determine the fit between the covariance matrix of the hypothesized 
model and the sample covariance matrix.   
Upon examining the parameter estimates for the year-round and seasonal models, 
it was determined that the theorized models do indeed fit the observed data.  The 
parameter estimates were not only statistically significant, but also possessed the 
appropriate size and sign.  Moreover, the standard errors appear to be within a normal 
value range and the standardized residuals are all equal to zero (Appendix C).  In 
addition, the standardized residual matrix revealed that the covariance matrix of the 
hypothesized model and the sample covariance matrix were perfectly fit.    
 
Table 28.  Participation Dimension of Community Attachment Measurement Model or 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Both Year-round and Seasonal Residents  
 Year-round Seasonal 
 
Unstandardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error Skew  p 
Unstandardized 
Estimate  
Std. 
Error Skew  p 
Worked with 
other local 
residents 
1.10 0.11 -5.31 *** 1.51 0.29 4.46 *** 
Contacted a 
public official 1.04 0.10 -4.69 *** 1.33 0.24 3.64 *** 
Attended any 
public meeting 1.00  -4.69  1.00  9.78  
Mardia’s 
Coefficient  -.477 (critical ratio=-.911) -1.409 (critical ratio=-2.290) 
N 438 317 
 ***p<.001 
 
Full Structural Equation Model  
Figure 6 represents the full structural equation model that incorporates the 
independent and control variables into the analysis.  Once again, the only difference 
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between the model used for year-round residents and the one used for seasonal residents 
is the variable length of residence.  These variables represent the residency types 
examined in the bivariate analysis earlier in this chapter.  
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Figure 6.  Illustration of the full structural equation models used to examine the 
participation dimension of community attachment for both year-round and seasonal 
residents.   
 
The results from the full structural equation model for both year-round and 
seasonal residents are shown in Table 29.  The overall model fit for both year-round and 
seasonal residents indicate that the structural models fit the data very well, as shown by 
model fit indices.  First, the chi-square statistic is not significant for either model.  Next, 
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the AGFI for the year-round model is .963, while for the seasonal model it is .942 
showing good fit for both models. Moreover, the IFI is .998 and .990 for year-round and 
seasonal residents respectively.  This indicates a very strong fit between the hypothesized 
model and the sample data.  Finally, the RMSEA, the most commonly used measure of 
model fit, was found to be .015 for the year-round residents and .030 for seasonal 
residents.  Both indicate that the theorized models possess excellent fit with the data.  All 
of these measures together reveal that the hypothesized model used to analyze the data on 
community participation is appropriate, and in fact is a very good fit to the sample data.   
The results for the year-round resident full structural equation model found only 
two variables that had statistically significant relationships with community participation.  
Length of residence in the community was shown to have a significant relationship with 
community participation (0.13).  More specifically, longstanding residents who have 
lived in the community for ten years or more are more likely to be engaged in community 
issues.  Male respondents (-0.19) were also proven to be significantly more likely to 
participate in community affairs.   The overall coefficient of determination for the year-
round model was .125 showing that approximately twelve and one half percent of the 
variation in community participation was explained by the independent and control 
variables in the model.   
The structural equation model for seasonal residents found three significant 
relationships with community participation.  The strongest relationship was for frequency 
of visitation with a standardized coefficient of 0.388.  According to this relationship, 
seasonal residents who more frequently visit their second homes are significantly 
(p<.001) more likely to be active in community affairs.  The next variable, which was  
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Table 29. Results from the Participation Dimension’s Full Structural Equation Model for 
Both Year-round and Seasonal Residents 
 Year-round Seasonal 
 
Standard 
Estimate 
Unstandard 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Standard 
Estimate 
Unstandard 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Worked with 
other local 
residents 
0.730 1.000   0.672 1.000   
Contacted a 
public official 0.721 1.091 0.103 *** 0.588 1.453 0.221 *** 
Attended any 
public meeting 0.662 1.089 0.103 *** 0.533 1.292 0.203 *** 
Gender -0.190 -.122 0.036 *** -0.226 -0.105 0.032 0.001
Size of 
community grew 
up in 
0.108 .022 0.013 0.081 0.047 0.007 0.010 0.521
Education 0.042 .014 0.019 0.464 0.029 0.006 0.015 0.676
Income 0.084 .015 0.011 0.156 -0.025 -0.003 0.009 0.727
Motivation: 
Financial -0.055 -.013 0.013 0.318 0.015 0.002 0.012 0.831
Motivation: 
Natural 
Amenities 
-0.004 -.001 0.008 0.952 -0.073 -0.007 0.007 0.331
Motivation: 
Rural Character 0.108 .011 0.006 0.098 0.297 0.019 0.005 *** 
Frequency of 
Visitation/Length 0.130 .093 0.040 0.021 0.388 0.090 0.018 *** 
Non LDS/LDS 0.004 .003 0.045 0.954 -0.029 -0.013 0.034 0.703
Life Cycle Stage 0.039 .009 0.013 0.467 0.055 0.010 0.013 0.420
Political views -0.058 -.015 0.016 0.340 0.033 0.006 0.012 0.648
R2 0.125 0.322 
N 438 317 
Chi-square 24.206 28.189 
df 22.000 22.000 
AGFI 0.963 0.942 
IFI 0.998 0.990 
RMSEA 0.015 0.030 
***p<.001 
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also significant at the p<.001 level was the variable measuring the importance of the 
community’s rural character as a motivation to purchase residential property.  This 
motivational variable had a standardized coefficient of .297, showing that respondents 
who heavily valued the rural character of the area are more likely to participate in 
community affairs.  The last significant relationship found was gender.  This variable 
indicated that men (-.226) are more likely to actively participate in community affairs 
than their female counterparts.  The coefficient of determination for this model was 
relatively high at .322.  Essentially 32 percent of the variation in seasonal residents’ 
levels of community participation is explained by the independent and control variables 
incorporated into the model.          
 A comparison of the two models reveals some similarities between the two types 
of residents.  First, the length of residency for year-round residents and frequency of 
visitation for seasonal residents, both measures of familiarity with the community, were 
important predictors.  Second, male respondents were shown to be significantly more 
likely to participate in community affairs.  This is where the similarities end.  In general, 
the seasonal model had a much better predictive capability than did the year-round 
model, as shown by the coefficient of determinations being .322 and .125, respectively.  
  
Summary of Findings on the Participation Dimension of Community Attachment 
 In order to summarize the findings of this chapter, a review of the corresponding 
research expectations (Chapter 2) must be given.  The following are the research 
expectations that correspond to the participation dimension of attachment to community: 
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3. Levels of attachment to the community, across all three conceptual 
dimensions, will vary for seasonal residents based on their frequency of visits 
to their second homes.  Seasonal residents who more frequently visit their 
secondary properties will have higher levels of community attachment than 
their infrequent counterparts.   
 
4. Likewise, levels of attachment to the community, across all three conceptual 
dimensions, will vary for year-round residents based on their length of 
residency.  Year-round residents who have lived in the community for more 
than ten years will have higher levels of community attachment. 
 
5. Motivational factors for purchasing residential property will play a role in the 
formation of multiple dimensions of community attachment for both types of 
residents. 
 
a. Financial motivations for purchasing residential property will be 
negatively associated with the sentiments and social bonds 
dimensions, but positively associated with the participation dimension 
of community attachment.     
 
c. The importance of natural amenities as a motivational factor for 
purchasing residential property will be an important predictor for 
sentiments and participation dimensions of community attachment for 
both seasonal and year-round residents.   
 
Bivariate analyses found evidence in support of research expectations three and 
four above.   In congruence with research expectation three, seasonal residents who 
frequently visit their seasonal communities indicate more participation within those 
communities.  This is true for all three of the associated indicators of participation in 
community affairs.  Seasonal residents who spend more than three months at their 
seasonal abode were more than twice as likely to report that they have attended a public 
meeting or worked with other local residents to deal with a community issue than were 
seasonal residents who spend a month or less at their secondary homes.  Additionally, 
seasonal residents who more frequently visit their seasonal communities were nearly 
twice as likely to indicate they have contacted a public official as seasonal residents who 
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spend a month or less at their seasonal homes.  The same trend in community 
participation was also found among the year-round residents in that longstanding 
residents reported higher levels of participation within their communities.  While the 
differences between the year-round categories were not as pronounced as for the seasonal 
residents, they were still statistically significant across all three indicators of community 
participation.  It should also be noted that seasonal residents who visit their host 
communities for more than three months out of the year reported that they have 
“contacted a public official” or “worked with other local residents” more than the year-
round newcomer residents.  Year-round newcomers, however, indicated that they have 
“attended a public meeting” more often than any of the seasonal residency categories.     
The research expectations associated with number five above did not prove to 
hold true.  A financial motivation for purchasing residential property was not 
significantly related to the participation dimension of community attachment for either 
type of resident (year-round or seasonal).  In addition, the coefficient in the year-round 
resident model was negative.  The expectation that those who purchased property as a 
financial investment would be more likely to participate in community affairs, such as 
public meetings about zoning ordinances or contacting public officials about similar 
circumstances, did not prove to hold any predictive power in either of the models.  
Finally, the expectation that natural amenity motivations would be important predictors 
for both types of residents also did not hold true.  Both multivariate models found no 
statistical significance and the coefficients were not only negative, but also very weak for 
year-round and seasonal residents alike.    
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CHAPTER 7 
SOCIAL BONDS DIMENSION OF COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT 
 
This chapter examines residents’ social bonds within their communities by using 
a latent construct dependent variable consisting of three indicators of social bonds that 
measure respondents’ levels of social interaction.  Analysis begins with a univariate 
description of the three indicators comprising the dependent variable construct and moves 
into a bivariate examination of the relationship between residency type and the three 
indicators of social bonds.  Next, confirmatory factor analyses, examining how well the 
latent construct of social bonds predicts the three observed indicators, are described for 
both year-round and seasonal respondents.  Finally, the full structural equation model 
incorporating all independent and control variables is explored for both year-round and 
seasonal residents.  The section ends with a brief discussion of how the findings relate to 
the research expectations.     
 
Indicators of Social Bonds 
The three indicators comprising the social bonds dimension include measures 
dealing with local friends, local relatives and neighbors.   More specifically, respondents 
were asked how often they interact with local friends, local relatives and neighbors with 
seven response options ranging from once a year to daily.  This study utilizes a latent 
construct approach rather than a composite index score and will therefore examine each 
of the indicators separately.  Univariate descriptions of each of the three indicators are 
shown in Table 30.      
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Table 30.  Univariate Measures of Central Tendency for Indicators of Social Bonds 
Skewness Indicators of Social 
Bonds N Range Mean
Std. 
Deviation Variance
Std. 
Error Statistic Std. Error 
Critical 
Ratio 
Frequency of 
interaction with friends 1293 1-7 3.89 2.06 4.23 0.06 -0.06 0.07 -0.91 
Frequency of 
interaction with 
relatives 
1213 1-7 3.77 2.22 4.94 0.06 0.11 0.07 1.57 
Frequency of 
interaction with 
neighbors 
1270 1-7 3.41 2.08 4.34 0.06 0.26 0.07 3.71 
 
Frequency of interaction with friends had the highest mean score of the three 
indicators of social bonds at 3.89 signifying that, on average, respondents interact with 
their friends somewhere between once a month and several times a month.  Similar levels 
of interaction with local relatives and neighbors were also found with means of 3.77 and 
3.41 respectively.  The critical ratios associated with variable skewness revealed all three 
of the indicators have a relatively normal distribution of scores.  Only frequency of 
interaction with neighbors is slightly outside of the normal range, which should not cause 
any serious problems for the subsequent analyses presented in this chapter.   
 
Bivariate Analysis of Respondents’ Social Bonds 
 Table 31 depicts the bivariate analysis of residency type and indicators of social 
bonds.  Chi-square statistics show that the residency categories vary significantly across 
each of the three indicators of social bonds.  The first indicator of social bonds, frequency 
of interaction with friends, reveals that year-round residents, regardless of tenure, have 
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similar levels of interactions with local friends.  Approximately 59 percent of 
longstanding year-round residents reported having interactions with local friends at least 
once a week, while nearly 57 percent of year-round newcomers reported the same level 
of interaction.  Seasonal residents who most frequently visit their host communities 
reported even higher levels of interactions with local friends as shown by approximately 
60 percent indicating their interactions with local friends occur at least once a week.  The 
rest of the seasonal residents had the lowest levels of weekly interaction with local 
friends.  Less social interaction with local friends was also inversely related to residency 
type.  Less frequent seasonal residents had the highest percentage of respondents 
indicating they only interact with local friends several times a year or less.  The 
percentages indicating this diminished level of social interaction with local friends 
decreased as the residents’ tenure increased.  The Cramer’s V (.247) indicates that there 
is a moderate relationship between frequency of interaction with local friends and 
residency status.   
 The second indicator of social bonds, frequency of interaction with local relatives, 
also has a moderate relationship with residency type as shown by a Cramer’s V of .232.  
The main difference between frequency of interaction with local relatives and local 
friends is found in the difference between longstanding and newcomer year-round 
residents.  Unlike their percentages for interaction with local friends, longstanding and 
newcomer year-round residents reported substantially different levels of interaction with 
local relatives on a weekly or more frequent basis, as shown by their percentages of 61.75 
and 44.28, respectively.  Moreover, year-round longstanding residents reported 
significantly higher levels of interaction with local relatives than any other residency 
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category.  For seasonal residents the same pattern emerged in that as respondents spend 
more time at their seasonal homes their frequency of interaction with local relatives 
increases.  In comparison to year-round residents, however, seasonal residents interact 
with local relatives significantly less.  In all, interaction with local relatives follows a 
general pattern of increased interaction based on the amount of time spent in the area 
(either length of residence for year-round respondents or more frequent visitation for 
seasonal residents).   
The third and last indicator of social bonds, frequency of interaction with 
neighbors, produced a very different pattern of responses across residency status.  While 
seasonal residents who spend less time in their secondary communities continued to 
report the lowest levels of interaction, seasonal residents who visit for more than three 
months a year reported the highest levels of interaction with neighbors (54.45 percent 
interacting with their neighbors at least once a week).  They were followed closely by 
year-round longstanding residents (44.27 percent), whereas year-round newcomer 
residents lagged behind with 37.69 percent indicating at least once a week interaction 
with their neighbors.  Frequency of interaction with neighbors had the smallest Cramer’s 
V (.193) revealing only a moderate relationship with residency type.   
 
Structural Equation Modeling  
 
 As discussed in the previous chapters, structural equation modeling allows for latent 
constructs to be created from observed variables.  This technique will be utilized to create 
the latent construct of “social bonds” in an attempt to predict respondents’ scores on each  
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Table 31. Indicators of Social Bonds by Residency Type with Chi-square Statistic, Degrees of Freedom and Cramer’s V Measure of 
Association 
Residency Type 
Year-round Seasonal Indicators of Social Bonds 
Long-
standing Newcomer
2 weeks 
or less 
2 weeks to 
one month 
1-3 
months >3 months 
χ2, 
df, 
Cramer's 
V 
Once a year or never 6.94 (36) 9.57 (20) 60.50 (46) 53.15 (59) 28.21 (66) 5.71 (6) 
Several times a year 9.83 (51) 13.88 (29) 14.47 (11) 28.83 (32) 25.64 (60) 9.52 (10) 
About once a month 10.02 (52) 11.00 (23) 3.95 (3) 0.90 (1) 10.68 (25) 9.52 (10) 
Several times a month 14.07 (73) 8.61 (18) 6.58 (5) 5.41 (6) 11.11 (26) 14.29 (15) 
About once a week 21.39 (111) 18.18 (38) 5.26 (4) 1.80 (2) 8.12 (19) 18.10 (19) 
Several times a week 23.70 (123) 28.71 (60) 9.21 (7) 5.41 (6) 11.11 (26) 28.57 (30) 
Daily 14.07 (73) 10.05 (21) 0.00 (0) 4.50 (5) 5.13 (12) 14.2 (15) 
Frequency 
of 
Interaction 
with 
Friends 
Total 100 (209) 100 (519) 100 (76) 100 (111) 100 (234) 100 (105) 
384.05***,
30, 
.247 
         
Once a year or never 8.16 (42) 17.19 (33) 66.20 (47) 53.21 (58) 31.98 (63) 30.11 (28) 
Several times a year 11.46 (59) 22.40 (43) 14.08 (10) 22.94 (25) 26.40 (52) 18.28 (17) 
About once a month 7.77 (40) 5.73 (11) 2.82 (2) 5.50 (6) 5.58 (11) 12.90 (12) 
Several times a month 10.87 (56) 10.42 (20) 7.04 (5) 6.42 (7) 13.20 (26) 6.45 (6) 
About once a week 16.12 (83) 16.15 (31) 1.41 (1) 4.59 (5) 5.08 (10) 7.53 (7) 
Several times a week 20.78 (107) 16.15 (31) 7.04 (5) 2.75 (3) 8.12 (16) 12.90 (12) 
Daily 24.85 (128) 11.98 (23) 1.41 (1) 4.59 (5) 9.64 (19) 11.83 (11) 
Frequency 
of 
Interaction 
with 
Relatives 
Total 100 (515) 100 (192) 100 (71) 100 (109) 100 (197) 100 (93) 
316.31***, 
30, 
.232 
         
Once a year or never 17.86 (92) 21.08 (43) 71.62 (53) 54.95 (61) 35.11 (79) 15.84 (16) 
Several times a year 14.17 (73) 15.20 (31) 10.81 (8) 27.03 (30) 20.89 (47) 11.88 (12) 
About once a month 9.51 (49) 8.82 (18) 2.70 (2) 1.80 (2) 11.56 (26) 8.91 (9) 
Several times a month 14.17 (80) 17.16 (27) 1.35(7) 3.60 (2) 10.22 (16) 8.91 (13) 
About once a week 15.53 (80) 13.24 (27) 9.46 (7) 1.80 (2) 7.11 (16) 12.87 (13) 
Several times a week 20.58 (106) 15.69 (32) 4.05 (3) 7.21 (8) 9.33 (21) 27.72 (28) 
Daily 8.16 (42) 8.82 (18) 0.00 (0) 3.60 (4) 5.78 (13) 13.86 (14) 
Frequency 
of 
Interaction 
with 
Neighbors 
Total 100 (515) 100 (204) 100 (74) 100 (111) 100 (225) 100 (101) 
228.45***,
30, 
.193 
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of the three observed indicators.  This component of structural equation model is termed 
the measurement model or confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) (see chapter five for a 
more detailed explanation of CFAs).  Upon completing the CFA, the full structural 
equation model with all of the independent and control variables will be discussed.   
 
Measurement Models   
 
 Figure 7 illustrates the measurement model or CFA for both year-round and 
seasonal residents.  This model fixes the variable “frequency of interaction with 
neighbors” to one, as it is theoretically the most general of the three indicators 
comprising the latent variable of social bonds.  No correlations between any of the three 
observed variables have been theorized a priori.   
 Table 32 provides the results of the measurement models for both year-round and 
seasonal residents.  Both of the measurement models of social bonds show that the two 
unconstrained indicators cluster nicely around the constrained indicator (frequency of 
interaction with neighbors) fixed at one.  Mardia’s coefficient, which is a measure of 
multivariate normality, reveals that the seasonal model violates this statistical assumption 
of structural equation modeling, as shown by the critical ratio being significantly larger 
than 2 (7.11).  Due to this violation of a statistical assumption of structural equation 
modeling, bootstrapping permutations were completed to determine if this violation has 
any repercussions associated with parameter or model fit measure inflation.  The results 
of the bootstrapping procedures indicated that the maximum likelihood estimates and 
model fit measures were not overly inflated and appropriate to use.  The results of this 
procedure can be found in the methodological appendix (Appendix D).   
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Figure 7.  Illustration showing the measurement model or confirmatory factor analysis 
for the social bonds dimension of community attachment used for both year-round and 
seasonal residents.   
 
The year-round model has a Mardia’s coefficient of -1.37 with a critical ratio (skewness 
measure divided by the standard error) of -2.62, indicating that multivariate normality is 
not achieved.  The critical ratio, however, is close enough to the acceptable range of -2 to 
2, thereby indicating that additional bootstrapping procedures are not necessary in this 
case.   
As was the case with the participation dimension of community attachment, the 
social bonds models are both saturated (Chapter 6 provides a more detailed description of 
saturated models).  Due to model saturation, other indicators of model fit are relied upon 
to determine if the data fit the theorized model.  Upon examining alternative indicators, 
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the data appear to fit the theorized model as shown by variable parameters having 
appropriate magnitudes and signs, standard errors falling within an acceptable range and 
standardized residuals equaling zero (Appendix D).    
 
Table 32.  Social Bonds Dimension of Community Attachment Measurement Model or 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Both Year-round and Seasonal Residents   
Year-round Seasonal Indicators of 
Social Bonds Unstandardized
Estimate 
Std. 
Error Skew p 
Unstandardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error Skew p 
Frequency of 
interaction with 
friends 
0.79 0.09 -3.60 *** 0.88 0.09 4.82 *** 
Frequency of 
interaction with 
relatives 
0.66 0.08 -3.50 *** 0.58 0.07 7.86 *** 
Frequency of 
interaction with 
neighbors 
1.00  -0.02  1.00  6.48  
Mardia’s 
Coefficient  -1.37 (critical ratio=-2.62) 4.38 (critical ratio=7.11) 
N 438 317 
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
Full Structural Equation Model  
Figure 8 represents the full structural equation model that incorporates the 
independent and control variables into the analysis.  As in the sentiments and 
participation models the only difference between the model used for year-round residents 
and the one used for seasonal residents is the length of residency measure.  These 
variables represent the residency types examined in the bivariate analysis earlier in this 
chapter.  
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Figure 8.  Illustration of the full structural equation models used to examine the social 
bonds dimension of community attachment for both year-round and seasonal residents.   
 
 
The results from the full structural equation model for both year-round and 
seasonal residents are shown in Table 33.  The overall model fit for year-round residents 
indicates that the structural models only moderately fit the data as shown by model fit 
indices.  For seasonal residents, the data sufficiently fit the theorized model.  First, the 
chi-square statistic is significant for both models indicating that the data does not fit the 
theorized model.  This does not represent a serious concern, however, as the chi-square 
measure of model fit commonly produces this finding (see Chapter 5 for more detail).  
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Next, the AGFI for the year-round model is .802, while for the seasonal model it is .865.  
These measures provide some indication of problems with the fit of the data to the 
theorized model.  The seasonal model, however, is shown to have a moderately sufficient 
fit with the observed data.  Additionally, the IFI is .887 and .947 for year-round and 
seasonal residents respectively.  Unlike the AGFI, this measure of model fit has found 
that both models, while not perfect, have at least a reasonable fit with the data.  Finally, 
the RMSEA, the most commonly used measure of model fit, was found to be .112 for 
year-round residents and .081 for seasonal residents.  The RMSEA of .112 for the year-
round model is slightly higher than desired and therefore shows that the model is not 
properly fit.  However, the measure is not so far askew from acceptable that a retheorized 
model is needed.  Instead, a close examination of the second order confirmatory factor 
model, which incorporates all three of the dimensions of community attachment, will 
need to be undertaken in Chapter 8.  The RMSEA for the seasonal model, on the other 
hand, revealed that the data for seasonal residents do fit the theorized model moderately 
well.  All of these measures together indicate that the hypothesized seasonal resident 
model is appropriate and has a moderate fit to the sample data.  Unfortunately, the model 
fit measures also show that the hypothesized year-round model used to analyze the data 
on social bonds has some methodological concerns.  These concerns, however, are not 
great enough to discontinue the analysis, but rather indicate that interpretations of the 
findings need to be generated with caution.   
The results from the year-round resident model found only one significant 
variable at the p<.05 level.  Gender (-.131) was shown to have a significant relationship 
on the formation of social bonds, in that males were significantly more likely to have  
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Table 33. Results from the Social Bonds Dimension’s Full Structural Equation Model for 
Both Year-round and Seasonal Residents  
 Year-round Seasonal 
 
Standard 
Estimate 
Unstandard 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Standard 
Estimate 
Unstandard 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Frequency of 
interaction with 
friends 
0.735 0.831 0.083 *** 0.798 0.914 0.073 *** 
Frequency of 
interaction with 
relatives 
0.546 0.711 0.077 *** 0.535 0.591 0.065 *** 
Frequency of 
interaction with 
neighbors 
0.792 1.000   0.890 1.000   
Gender -0.131 -0.411 0.175 0.019 0.011 0.043 0.212 0.839
Size of 
community grew 
up in 
0.064 0.065 0.063 0.300 0.025 0.028 0.073 0.699
Education 0.030 0.048 0.093 0.607 0.085 0.155 0.108 0.153
Income 0.014 0.013 0.053 0.808 -0.128 -0.131 0.063 0.037
Motivation: 
Financial -0.096 -0.113 0.066 0.087 0.017 0.024 0.081 0.770
Motivation: 
Natural 
Amenities 
0.126 0.081 0.042 0.054 -0.067 -0.050 0.048 0.300
Motivation: 
Rural Character 0.103 0.050 0.032 0.117 0.127 0.068 0.034 0.045
Frequency of 
Visitation/Length 0.045 0.161 0.198 0.418 0.360 0.677 0.112 *** 
Non LDS/LDS 0.025 0.082 0.221 0.711 -0.086 -0.315 0.242 0.192
Life Cycle Stage -0.089 -0.104 0.064 0.104 0.165 0.250 0.089 0.005
Political views 0.027 0.036 0.080 0.655 -0.088 -0.121 0.085 0.155
R2 0.071 0.234 
N 438 317 
Chi-square 143.536*** 67.679*** 
df 22.000 22.000 
AGFI 0.802 0.865 
IFI 0.887 0.947 
RMSEA 0.112 0.081 
***p<.001 
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higher levels of interaction with local friends, local relatives and neighbors.  One other 
variable that did not prove to have a significant relationship with social bonds is worth 
mentioning.  The length of residence variable did not illuminate any differences between 
residents who have lived in the community for ten years or more and residents who have 
lived in the community for less than ten years.  Apparently the amount of time residents 
have lived in the community is not as important for the formation of social bonds as it is 
for the sentimental and participation dimensions of community attachment.  The 
coefficient of determination for the year-round model was low (.071), indicating that very 
little of the variation within social bonds is explained by the model.    
The seasonal residents’ model revealed four significant relationships with the 
latent construct of social bonds.  Unlike year-round residents for whom length of 
residency did not prove significant, seasonal residents who more frequently visit their 
secondary homes were found to exhibit significantly higher levels of social interaction.  
In fact, the standardized coefficient for this variable was the strongest (.360) of either 
model.  Likewise, seasonal residents who reported being in more advanced life cycle 
phases also exhibited significantly higher levels of interaction (.165).  Moreover, the rural 
character of the area as a motivational factor for purchasing property also proved 
significant with a standardized coefficient of .127.  Finally, a lower level of income for 
seasonal residents was found to have a significant relationship with social bonds as well, 
albeit with the weakest significant standardized coefficient (-.128).  This finding is not 
surprising as it follows Fisher (1982) who found that as income increases the 
opportunities to engage in social interaction outside of ones’ neighborhood increases and 
the need or desire for social interaction with neighbors decreases.  The coefficient of 
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determination (.234) for the seasonal model was much higher than that of the year-round 
model, indicating that the independent variables explained a higher percentage of the 
variation within the social bonds latent construct.   
Results show that there are differences between the two models of social bonds 
for year-round and seasonal residents, while similarities were nonexistent.  The most 
striking disparity between the two models is the length of residency/frequency of 
visitation variable.  Frequency of visitation to ones’ seasonal home was found to be 
significant in the seasonal model, but length of residence was not a significant predictor 
in the year-round model.  Another disparity between the models found that motivational 
factors for purchasing property in the area were significant for seasonal residents only.  
Seasonal residents reported that the rural character of the area is important for their social 
bonds.  Finally, the seasonal residents’ model had a much better predictive capability 
than did the year-round model.  In fact, 23 percent of the variation within the social bonds 
construct was explained by the seasonal model, while the year-round model explained 
only slightly more than seven percent of the variation on the same social bonds construct.  
 
Summary of Findings on the Social Bonds Dimension of Community 
Attachment 
 
As with previous chapters, a summarization of the findings of this chapter 
requires a review of the corresponding research expectations (Chapter 2).  The following 
are the research expectations that correspond to the social bonds dimension of attachment 
to community: 
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3. Levels of attachment to the community, across all three conceptual dimensions, 
will vary for seasonal residents based on their frequency of visits to their second 
homes.  Seasonal residents who more frequently visit their secondary properties 
will have higher levels of community attachment than their infrequent 
counterparts.   
 
4. Likewise, levels of attachment to the community, across all three conceptual 
dimensions, will vary for year-round residents based on their length of residency.  
Year-round residents who have lived in the community for more than ten years 
will have higher levels of community attachment. 
 
5. Motivational factors for purchasing residential property will play a role in the 
formation of multiple dimensions of community attachment for both types of 
residents. 
 
a. Financial motivations for purchasing residential property will be 
negatively associated with the sentiments and social bonds 
dimensions, but positively associated with the participation dimension 
of community attachment.     
 
The bivariate analysis of social bonds by residency type found that seasonal 
residents are indeed interacting socially with local friends, local relatives, and neighbors 
differently based on their frequency of visitation to their seasonal communities.  In fact, 
seasonal residents who most frequently visit their seasonal homes reported interacting 
with local friends and neighbors more than their year-round counterparts.  Moreover, the 
structural equation model for seasonal residents revealed that the frequency of visitation 
variable was statistically significant and had the strongest standardized coefficient.  In 
combination, the bivariate and multivariate analyses confirm the research expectation laid 
out in number three above.  The similar expectation regarding year-round residents set 
forth in number four above, however, did not prove true.  Year-round longstanding and 
newcomer residents were not shown to have major differences in their levels of social 
interaction.  The only difference between these residents was found in the bivariate 
examination of frequency of interaction with local relatives.  In this case, year-round 
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longstanding residents indicated more frequent interaction than their newcomer 
counterparts.  In the structural equation model that utilized the latent construct approach, 
however, this difference was not found.  This shows that the expected difference between 
the year-round residency types and the social bonds dimension of community attachment 
was not accurate.   
Research expectation 5a stated that the social bonds dimension of community 
attachment will be negatively associated with financial motivations for purchasing 
residential property.  While the year-round model revealed that financial motivations had 
a negative coefficient, the seasonal model had a positive coefficient.  More importantly, 
neither were found to be statistically significance.  These results show that financial 
motivations for purchasing residential property did not have any substantive associations 
with the social bonds dimension of community attachment.   
It is also important to remember that the data from the year-round residents did 
not fit the theorized model well and therefore caution in interpreting the results should be 
used.  The second-order confirmatory factor analysis presented in the next chapter may 
be entirely more appropriate for the development of conclusions regarding the social 
bonds of year-round residents.            
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CHAPTER 8 
SECOND ORDER CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALAYSIS OF COMMUNITY 
ATTACHMENT 
 
 This chapter combines the structural equation models from the previous three 
chapters into a second order confirmatory factor model in an attempt to determine which 
theoretical dimension of community attachment best predicts year-round and seasonal 
residents’ overall community attachment.  The second order model used in this chapter 
uses “community attachment” as a second order latent construct that predicts 
respondents’ scores on the three first order latent measures of sentimental attachment, 
social bonds and community participation.  The overall goal of the model is to determine 
which dimension of community attachment has the largest effect on overall community 
attachment for the two different types of residents.  As with the previous chapters, the 
measurement models will be discussed first, and will be followed by the full structural 
equation models, which incorporate the observed predictor variables.  The chapter 
concludes with an exploration of the effects county context has on each of the dimensions 
of community attachment for both year-round and seasonal residents.     
 
Measurement Models 
 Figure 9 depicts the second order measurement model.  The model brings together 
all of the individual dimensions of community attachment discussed in the previous three 
chapters.  All of the fixed factor loadings for the first order constructs and correlations 
between observed variables remain the same as in the individual component models.  To 
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achieve proper model identification, however, an additional constraint either to the 
higher-order regression paths or the variance of an independent factor must be included 
as both can not be computed simultaneously (Byrne 2001).  The second order regression 
paths are of primary interest in this analysis and therefore must not be constrained.  
Rather, the variance of the higher order factor “community attachment” is fixed at one 
leaving the second order factor loadings to be freely estimated.         
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Figure 9.  Illustration showing the measurement model or second order confirmatory 
factor analysis for community attachment used for both year-round and seasonal 
residents.   
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 Table 34 discloses the results of the measurement models for year-round and 
seasonal residents.  The parameter estimates reveal that the factors of each of the first 
order constructs cluster sufficiently around each of their fixed constraints.  Mardia’s 
coefficient does, however, indicate that the assumption of multivariate normality is 
violated in both models.  As before, bootstrapping permutations were run to determine if 
the parameter estimates and model fit measures were inappropriately inflated.  The 
results of the bootstrapping permutations can be found in the methodological appendix 
(Appendix E).  The results found that the standard errors of the model were not overly 
inflated and therefore the justification of the model was proved.   
   
Table 34.  Second Order Factor or Measurement Model of Community Attachment for 
Both Year-round and Seasonal Residents   
Year-round Seasonal Indicators of 
Community 
Attachment 
Unstandardized
Estimate 
Std. 
Error Skew p 
Unstandardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error Skew  p 
Sentiments 0.421 0.048  *** 0.636 0.052  *** 
Bonds 0.507 0.174  *** 0.571 0.149  *** 
Participation 0.560 0.038  *** 0.763 0.030  *** 
Neighbors interaction 1.000  -0.021 *** 1.000  6.478 *** 
Relatives interaction 0.637 0.073 -3.504 *** 0.549 0.063 7.858 *** 
Friends Interaction 0.733 0.075 -3.601 *** 0.823 0.071 4.817 *** 
Belonging 0.845 0.065 -4.309 *** 0.726 0.070 0.817 *** 
Acceptance 1.051 0.068 -4.350 *** 0.900 0.073 4.221 *** 
Help 1.124 0.080 -6.477 *** 1.191 0.095 0.697 *** 
Trust 1.047 0.076 -3.553 *** 1.101 0.090 -0.650 *** 
Home 1.000  -8.918 *** 1.000  2.344 *** 
Contacted 1.046 0.099 -4.693 *** 1.111 0.174 3.640 *** 
Worked 1.100 0.104 -5.311 *** 1.232 0.186 4.461 *** 
Attended 1.000  -4.693 *** 1.000  9.784 *** 
Mardia's Coefficient 9.628 (critical Ratio 5.958) 10.180 (critical Ratio 5.359) 
N 438 317 
Chi-square 48.398 56.599* 
df 38.000 38.000 
AGFI 0.966 0.945 
IFI 0.994 0.985 
RMSEA 0.025 0.039 
* p<.05  **p<.01  ***p<.001 
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The model fit indices show that the data fit the theorized measurement model 
quite well.  The chi-square statistic is nonsignificant for the year-round model and only of 
slight significance for the seasonal model.  Moreover, the AGFI of .966 for the year-
round model and .945 for the seasonal model indicate strong fit of the data to the models.  
Likewise, the IFI measure was found to be .994 and .985 for year-round and seasonal 
residents respectively.  The most commonly used measure in SEM research also 
indicated superior fit.  For the year-round model the RMSEA is .025, while the seasonal 
model possesses an RMSEA of .039.    
 
Full Structural Equation Models 
 Figure 10 shows the full structural equation models for year-round and seasonal 
residents.  The models incorporate the control and independent variables to determine if 
their effects on each of the three first order latent constructs change when the three 
dimensions of community attachment are examined in the same model.           
The results from the full structural equation models are found in Tables 35-38.  
The theorized model fits the data very well as shown by the model fit measures (Table 
35).  The chi-square measures did prove to be significant for both of the models, but the 
additional measures of model fit reveal that the significance of the chi-square statistic is 
not of concern.  The AGFI measure of model fit was shown to be .880 and .883 for year-
round and seasonal residents respectively.  These numbers, while slightly low, still 
indicate that the model fits the data.  The IFI, however, reveals much better model fit.  
For the year-round model the IFI is .926 and the seasonal model’s IFI is .950.  Finally, 
the RMSEA found the best model fit of any of the measures.  This is important because 
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Figure 10.  Illustration of the full structural equation models used to examine overall 
community attachment for both year-round and seasonal residents.     
  
this is the most robust and commonly used measure of model fit in SEM research.  The 
RMSEA for the year-round model was .060 and for the seasonal model it is .049.  Both 
findings indicate good model fit.  When all of the measures of model fit are examined 
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together it is apparent that the overall fit of the data to the theorized model is more than 
sufficient, and allows for a high level of confidence in the results of the model.         
 
Table 35.  Measures of Model Fit for the Full Second Order Factor Models  
Measures of Model Fit Year-round Seasonal 
Chi-square    320.980***    222.844*** 
df 126.000 126.000 
AGFI    0.880    0.883 
IFI    0.926    0.950 
RMSEA    0.060    0.049 
*** p<.001 
Before examining the regression paths of the second order factor, “community 
attachment”, I will begin by exploring if the predictor variables have changed for each of 
the three first order dimensions of community attachment.  In order to do this in a concise 
manner, tables showing only significant relationships (p<.05) across first order and 
second order factor models for both year-round and seasonal residents will be compared.  
The entire results from the second order models (showing all variables’ standardized 
coefficients, standard errors and probability values) can be found in the methodological 
appendix (Appendix E).  An examination of significant variables from the individual 
component models (Chapters 5-7) and from the second order factor models of year-round 
residents reveals that very little changed (Tables 36-37).  All variables found to have 
significant relationships with the three dimensions of community attachment in the 
individual component models were also found significant in the second order model.  For 
year-round residents only three variables were found to be significant in the second order 
model that were not found significant in the individual component models (Table 36).  
First, as year-round residents move through their life cycle they become more likely to 
exhibit sentimental attachment to community.  Similarly, when year-round residents  
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Table 36.  Comparison of Standardized Estimates of Significant Relationships for Year-
round Residents across Individual Component Models and Second Order Models   
Year-round Models 
Individual Models Second Order Model Independent and 
Control Variables 
Sentiments
Social 
Bonds Participation Sentiments 
Social 
Bonds Participation 
Gender  -0.131* -0.190***  -0.131* -0.190*** 
Size of community 
grew up in     0.110*   
Highest level of 
education        
Annual household 
income        
Motivational Scale: 
Financial        
Motivational Scale: 
Natural Amenities      0.127*  
Motivational Scale: 
Rural Character  0.314***   0.308***   
Length of 
Residence 0.127**  0.130* 0.121*  0.129* 
Non LDS/LDS  0.277***   0.287***   
Life Cycle Stage     0.094*   
Political views        
* p<.05  **p<.01  ***p<.001 
indicated they grew up in smaller towns they were more likely to possess sentimental 
attachment to community.  While the life cycle and size of childhood community 
variables were not found statistically significant at the p<.05 level in the individual 
sentiments model, they did prove to be nearly significant with p values of .071 and .051, 
respectively.  In the second order model, life cycle’s standardized coefficient increased 
slightly (from 0.083 to 0.094), as did the size of childhood community variable (from 
0.102 to 0.110).  These increases thereby entered those variables into the realm of 
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statistical significance.  Finally, the importance of natural amenities as a motivation for 
purchasing residential property was proven to be significantly related to the social bonds 
dimension of community attachment in the second order model.  As before, this variable 
was found to be nearly significant (p=.054) in its individual component model, but 
became statistically significant in the second order model via an increase in its 
standardized coefficient from 0.126 to 0.127.  It should be noted, however, that the 
substantive significance of these variables did not change.   
The models for seasonal residents also showed high consistency between the 
individual component models and the second order factor model.  Table 37 shows the 
significant variables across both models for seasonal residents.  Unlike the year-round 
models, there were not any differences in significant predictor variables between the 
individual component model and the second order factor model.   
One of the goals of using a second order confirmatory factor analysis is to 
determine which of the three theoretical dimensions of community attachment are best 
predicted by the higher order community attachment construct.  In order to determine this 
we need to examine the second order regression paths (Table 38).  These regression paths 
indicate, due to their statistical significance, that all three of the dimensions studied 
herein for both year-round and seasonal residents are indeed crucial components of 
community attachment.  If these regression paths had not been proven significant then 
some concern for how community attachment has been theoretically conceptualized 
would have been paramount.  Instead the statistical significance of the regression paths 
from the higher order construct “community attachment” to all thereof its  first order 
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dimensions strengthens the theoretical multidimensional conceptualization of community 
attachment.   
 
Table 37.  Comparison of Standardized Estimates of Significant Relationships for 
Seasonal Residents across Individual Component Models and Second Order Models  
Seasonal Models 
Individual Models Second Order Model Independent and 
Control Variables 
Sentiments
Social 
Bonds Participation Sentiments 
Social 
Bonds Participation 
Gender   -0.226***   -0.224*** 
Size of community 
grew up in        
Highest level of 
education        
Annual household 
income   -0.128*   -0.130*  
Motivational Scale: 
Financial  -0.130*   -0.131*   
Motivational Scale: 
Natural Amenities        
Motivational Scale: 
Rural Character  0.364*** 0.127* 0.297*** 0.358*** 0.125* 0.301*** 
Frequency of 
Visitation 0.216*** 0.360*** 0.388*** 0.214** 0.343*** 0.394*** 
Non LDS/LDS        
Life Cycle Stage   0.165**   0.169**  
Political views  -0.120*   -0.134*   
* p<.05  **p<.01  ***p<.001 
The results also show that there are some differences between how year-round 
and seasonal residents form higher levels of community attachment.  Community 
attachment was shown to best predict the social bonds dimension for year-round residents 
with a standardized coefficient of .549.  This strong coefficient reveals that social bonds 
are indeed very important for year-round residents’ community attachment.  While social 
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bonds was found to have the most significant pathway, the other dimensions’ regression 
paths were also statistically significant, but with smaller standardized coefficients.  
Participation in community had the second highest coefficient (.381) and was 
significantly predicted by community attachment.  Finally, sentimental attachment to the 
area had the weakest regression path coefficient (.227), but was still highly statistically 
significant.  The coefficients of determination for each of the dimensions of community 
attachment were also very high for year-round residents.  The social bonds dimension had 
a coefficient of determination of .369, while the sentiments and community participation 
dimensions were .373 and .270, respectively.   
The second order regression paths for the seasonal model were also all 
statistically significant.  In fact, each of the three regression paths’ coefficients was 
similar.  Community participation was shown to have the largest coefficient (.514) 
followed closely by social bonds (.411) and sentiments (.420).  These findings reveal that 
community attachment significantly predicts respondents’ levels of community 
participation, sentimentality and social bonds in that order.  The coefficients of 
determination were even higher for the seasonal model’s three dimensions of community 
attachment than for the model associated with year-round residents.  Community 
participation had the largest coefficient of determination (.591), followed by sentiments 
(.469) and social bonds (.396).   
Comparing the two models for year-round and seasonal residents reveals that the 
second order construct of “community attachment” predicts scores on its three 
dimensions differently for each type of resident.  The formation of social bonds was best 
predicted by community attachment for year-round residents, while community  
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Table 38.  Second Order Factor Regression Paths 
Year-round Seasonal Second Order 
Latent 
Construct 
First Order 
Latent 
Constructs 
Standard 
Estimate 
Unstandard 
Estimate 
Standard 
Error P R
2 Standard Estimate 
Unstandard 
Estimate 
Standard 
Error P R
2 
Sentiments 0.227 0.117 0.045 0.009 0.373 0.420 0.240 0.057 *** 0.469
Social Bonds 0.549 0.888 0.304 0.004 0.369 0.411 0.757 0.178 *** 0.396Community Attachment 
Participation 0.381 0.121 0.044 0.005 0.270 0.514 0.122 0.030 *** 0.591
*** p<.001 
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participation was best predicted in the seasonal model.  What these results show, 
therefore, is that for year-round residents the formation of social bonds may be the best 
mechanism for the development of attachment to community, while seasonal residents’ 
formation of community attachment is better predicted by their level of participation 
within community affairs.  It is important to note, however, that the results also indicate 
that each of the three theoretical dimensions of community attachment are relevant and 
important in any attempt to understand how disparate groups of residents form 
community attachment.  While this study can point to a specific dimension of community 
attachment that is a better predictor for each type of resident, all of the dimensions of 
community attachment are significant and should not be ignored.  
 
Exploring County Level Effects  
The analysis to this point has utilized aggregate data from all six counties in the 
study area to examine the multiple dimensions of community attachment.  This approach 
has allowed for an examination of community attachment that focuses on individual level 
predictors.  This section, however, will explore the county level contextual effects that 
could play a role in the formation of community attachment.  The analysis will first 
incorporate county level dummy variables into the full second order structural equation 
models for year-round and seasonal residents in an attempt to determine if respondents’ 
county of residence has any effect on the overall results.  The dummy variable approach 
will use Kane County as the reference county in which all other counties will be tested 
against.  Kane County was chosen as the reference county because of its location in the 
middle of the rural to urban spectrum.  Kane County is not completely rural, according to 
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the U.S. Census Bureau, but does not truly possess any major urban segments.  The other 
counties in this study are either completely rural (Wayne and Garfield Counties) or have 
major urban populations within the county (Summit, Washington, and Iron Counties).  In 
addition to incorporating county dummy variables into the second order models, the 
intraclass correlation will be calculated for each of the dimensions of community 
attachment to determine what amount of variance within those dimensions is explained 
by respondents’ county of residence.           
 
Full Second Order Models with Dummy Variables 
 
 The full second order factor models remain the same as in figure 10 with the 
addition of five county level dummy variables.  The overall model fits are found in Table 
39.  The incorporation of county dummy variables did not significantly change any of the 
model fit measures.  Only minor changes were discovered in model fit indices with both 
models possessing excellent fit of the data to the theorized models.    
 
Table 39.  Measures of Model Fit for the Full Second Order Factor Models with County 
of Residence Dummy Variables    
     
 
 
 
 
 
                         ***p<.001 
Measures of Model Fit Year-round Seasonal 
Chi-square  418.442*** 296.472*** 
df 166.000 166.000 
AGFI 0.857 0.858 
IFI 0.924 0.948 
RMSEA 0.059 0.050 
  
Tables 40 and 41 show the significant relationships between each of the predictor 
variables and the dimensions of community attachment.  In addition, the tables compare 
the results from the original second order factor models to those of the second order 
factor models incorporating the county dummy variables.   
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 For year-round residents (Table 40), only small changes in the significance of 
individual level predictors were found.  The most noticeable change was the inclusion of 
annual household income as a significant predictor of the participation dimension of 
community attachment.  Income did not prove significant in any of the earlier models, but 
did prove to be significant at the p<.01 level in the current model, indicating that as year-
round residents’ income increases so too does their participation in community affairs.  
Two additional variables also lost statistical significance in the current model.  The stage 
of one’s life cycle was no longer found to have a statistically significant association with 
the sentimental dimension of community attachment, while the importance of natural 
amenities for purchasing residential property also was shown to no longer be significantly 
related to the social bonds dimension of community attachment.  It is important to note 
that both of these variables were barely significant in the original second order factor 
model and therefore it is not surprising that they would lose their statistical significance.  
The probability value for the life cycle variable increased from .045 to .052, while the 
importance of natural amenities variable increased from .049 to .058.     
 In addition to the small differences found in level one predictors between the 
original second order factor model and the model incorporating county level dummy 
variables, very little county level effect was determined.  The only counties found to be 
significantly different from Kane County were Summit and Washington.  More 
specifically, these differences were only found to be relevant on the participation 
dimension of community attachment, with both Summit and Washington County 
residents indicating significantly lower levels of participation.  The other two dimensions 
of community attachment were not shown to differ significantly between any of the 
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counties in the study.  The intraclass correlation, which is the proportion of the total 
variance that is accounted for by counties, is shown at the bottom of Table 40.  Across all 
three dimensions of community attachment, very little of the total variance is explained 
by the respondents’ county of residence.  The participation dimension had the greatest 
proportion of variance explained by the county measures at 8.80 percent, while the 
sentimental dimension had 3.60 percent of its variance explained by the county measures.  
Finally, the social bonds dimension was shown to have no variance explained by 
respondents’ county of residence.   
 The seasonal residents’ model incorporating the county level dummy variables 
also revealed very limited differences in the effects of individual level predictors (Table 
41).  Only two variables that were found statistically significant in the original second 
order factor model dropped out of significance in the second iteration of the model.  Both 
variables that lost their statistical significance were motivations for purchasing residential 
property.  Financial motivations no longer possessed a significant negative association 
with the sentimental dimension of community attachment.  This variable saw its 
significance level drop from 0.026 to 0.169, indicating no significant decrease in 
sentiments among respondents who reported increased financial motivations for 
purchasing their seasonal home.  Likewise, the importance of an area’s rural character as 
a motivation for purchasing a seasonal home lost its statistical significance on the social 
bonds dimension of community attachment.  The probability value for this variable 
decreased from 0.046 to 0.058.      
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Table 40.  Comparison of Standardized Estimates of Significant Relationships for Year-
round Residents across the Original Second Order Models and the Second Order Models 
with County Dummy Variables    
Year-round Models 
Original Second Order Model Second Order Model with County Dummies Independent and Control Variables 
Sentiments
Social 
Bonds Participation Sentiments 
Social 
Bonds Participation 
Gender  -0.131* -0.190***  -0.140* -0.136* 
Size of community 
grew up in  0.110*   0.108*   
Highest level of 
education        
Annual household 
income       0.191** 
Motivational Scale: 
Financial        
Motivational Scale: 
Natural Amenities   0.127*     
Motivational Scale: 
Rural Character  0.308***   0.319***   
Length of 
Residence 0.121**  0.129* 0.109*  0.111* 
Non LDS/LDS  0.287***   0.281***   
Life Cycle Stage  0.094*      
Political views        
Summit County - - -   -0.327*** 
Washington County - - -   -0.136* 
Iron County - - -    
Wayne County - - -    
Garfield County - - -    
Intraclass 
Correlation - - - 0.036 0.000 0.088 
* p<.05  **p<.01  ***p<.001 
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Table 41.  Comparison of Standardized Estimates of Significant Relationships for 
Seasonal Residents across the Original Second Order Models and the Second Order 
Models with County Dummy Variables   
Seasonal Models 
Original Second Order Model Second Order Model with County Dummies Independent and Control Variables 
Sentiments
Social 
Bonds Participation Sentiments 
Social 
Bonds Participation 
Gender   -0.224***   -0.206** 
Size of community 
grew up in        
Highest level of 
education        
Annual household 
income   -0.130*   -0.141*  
Motivational Scale: 
Financial  -0.131*      
Motivational Scale: 
Natural Amenities        
Motivational Scale: 
Rural Character  0.358*** 0.125* 0.301*** 0.324***  0.249*** 
Frequency of 
Visitation 0.214*** 0.343*** 0.394*** 0.192*** 0.350*** 0.371*** 
Non LDS/LDS        
Life Cycle Stage   0.169**   0.150**  
Political views  -0.134*   -0.149*   
Summit County - - - -0.173*  -0.353*** 
Washington County - - -    
Iron County - - -  -0.125* -0.178* 
Wayne County - - -    
Garfield County - - -    
Intraclass 
Correlation - - - 0.139 0.055 0.114 
* p<.05  **p<.01  ***p<.001 
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 The seasonal residents’ model found more differences between counties than did 
the year-round residents’ model.  The most significant of these differences was exhibited 
by Summit County residents’ participation in community affairs in that they were less 
likely to indicate participative behaviors than Kane County residents.  In addition, 
Summit County residents were less likely to report positive sentiments toward their 
communities than Kane County residents.  The only other county exhibiting significant 
differences from Kane County was Iron County.  Iron County residents were less likely 
to develop social bonds or participate in community affairs.  According to the intraclass 
correlations, seasonal residents’ community attachment, as measured by its three 
conceptual dimensions, had more variance explained by county of residence than did 
their year-round counterparts.  The sentiments and participation dimensions had the most 
variance explained by county of residence with 13.9 and 11.4 percent respectively.  The 
social bonds dimension had only 5.5 percent of its variance explained by respondents’ 
county of residence.  
    The last component to analyze is the second order factor regression paths for the 
models including the county level dummy variables (Table 42).  Overall, no major 
changes were discovered when the county dummy variables were included in the models.  
The only minor change revealed was in the strength of the standardized estimates for the 
social bonds and sentiments dimensions in the seasonal model.  Essentially, the ordering 
of the strength of these two variables switched from sentiments having the second 
strongest effect in the original second order factor model to social bonds having the 
second strongest effect in the model incorporating the county level dummy variables.  
This switch, however, was not dramatic and the significance of the standardized estimates  
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Table 42.  Second order factor regression paths from the models including county dummy variables. 
Year-round Seasonal Second 
Order 
Latent 
Construct 
First Order 
Latent 
Constructs 
Standard 
Estimate 
Unstandard 
Estimate 
Standard 
Error P R
2 Standard Estimate 
Unstandard 
Estimate 
Standard 
Error P R
2 
Sentiments 0.225 0.116 0.044 0.008 0.377 0.368 0.208 0.055 *** 0.462
Social Bonds 0.577 0.928 0.311 0.003 0.410 0.425 0.763 0.192 *** 0.438Community Attachment 
Participation 0.367 0.122 0.043 0.005 0.357 0.475 0.117 0.031 *** 0.639
***p<.001 
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across models did not change.  Finally, the coefficient of determination for all three 
dimensions of community attachment increased in both the year-round and seasonal 
models.  This increase in the amount of variance explained was expected due to the 
incorporation of the county level variables into the models.         
 The results from the second order factor models incorporating county level 
dummy variables revealed that the differences between counties were mainly due to 
urban influence.  There were no significant differences between any of the counties that 
lack urban populations, but instead the differences were between the predominantly rural 
counties and those counties with more of an urban influence.  In addition, the variance 
explained by county context was much higher for seasonal residents than for year-round 
residents.  Seasonal residents’ sentimentality and participation in community affairs both 
had more than ten percent of their variances explained by county of residence, while the 
county context for year-round residents appears to be less important.  These differences 
among seasonal residents’ sentimentality and participation in community affairs may be 
related to a specific type of amenity offered in Summit and Iron Counties.  Both Summit 
and Iron Counties possess seasonal housing stocks located near ski resorts, which may 
draw a unique seasonal population different from the seasonal residents in the other study 
counties.  Overall, however, individual level predictors of the dimensions of community 
attachment still account for the majority of the variance within each of the dimensions 
studied herein.     
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Summary of Findings Regarding the Second Order Factor Models  
of Community Attachment 
 
 In order to summarize the findings of this chapter, the first two research 
expectations set forth in Chapter two need to be restated.  These expectations state; 
1. The theoretical dimensions of community attachment, as measured in this study, 
will all prove to be relevant and important for the overall latent construct of 
community attachment.     
 
2. The foundations of community attachment will differ for year-round and 
seasonal residents.  Year-round residents’ attachment will be based on social 
ties in the area, while seasonal residents’ attachment will be based less on social 
bonds in the area and more on sentiments and community participation. 
 
 Both of the full second order factor models used in this chapter indicated that the 
first research expectation above was correct.  Each of the regression paths associated with 
the second order factor “community attachment” was proven significant for both the 
year-round and seasonal models.  Therefore, the theoretical assumption that community 
attachment is composed of multiple dimensions measuring different affective and 
cognitive processes was statistically justified, albeit only for the observed variables used 
herein.  The implication of this finding is that the use of only one dimension of 
community attachment is not entirely appropriate and does not provide a full 
understanding of this important concept.   
 The results from the second order factor models revealed that the foundations of 
community attachment do differ for the two types of residents.  The way in which it 
differs, however, did not exactly follow the second research expectation above.  For year-
round residents the formation of social bonds was the best predictor of attachment to 
community.  As year-round residents indicated more frequent interaction with local 
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friends, local relatives and neighbors they were more likely to have higher levels of 
community attachment.  The standardized coefficient for the social bonds dimension was 
drastically higher than the other dimensions of community attachment.  This finding 
followed the expectation that social bonds for year-round residents would be very 
important for their sense of attachment to their community.  The expectation that seasonal 
residents’ attachment will be founded on sentiments and participation more than social 
bonds was only partially correct.  Seasonal residents’ community attachment was best 
predicted by their willingness to participate in community affairs and issues.  The next 
best predictor varied between second order factor models, although the difference 
between the standardized coefficients for sentiments and social bonds was trivial at best.  
In fact, both dimensions were shown to be significantly predicted by community 
attachment as well.  This is different than the second expectation above in that both the 
sentiments and social bonds dimensions nearly equally predicted community attachment.  
Positive sentiments were actually shown to have the least predictability of any dimension 
of community attachment for year-round residents, thereby indicating that sentiments 
may be the easiest to develop, but in fact do not hold the same importance as having 
social ties to a community and willingness to spend time dealing with important issues 
within that community.   
 In terms of the other expectations set forth in chapter two and discussed in 
Chapters 5-7, there are not any significant changes from the final analysis in this chapter.  
The incorporation of the second order factor “community attachment” and the three 
individual dimensions thereof into the final model did not reveal any major changes 
regarding the effect of the independent and control variables on any of the three 
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dimensions of community attachment.  Therefore, the discussion of the research 
expectations in Chapters 5-7 remains appropriate and the overall findings of this chapter 
do not alter how those expectations were previously interpreted.           
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CHAPTER 9 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
 
Key Findings 
 The overall goal of this dissertation was to use survey data from six counties in 
rural Utah to answer the following questions: 
1. Do key theoretically specified dimensions of community attachment accurately 
measure the concept?  More specifically, does the latent construct of community 
attachment significantly predict residents’ responses on each of its theoretical 
dimensions (sentiments, social bonds and participation) for both year-round and 
seasonal residents? 
 
2. Are the foundations of community attachment, based on its conceptual 
dimensions, different for year-round and seasonal homeowners?  If so, which 
dimension is best predicted by the latent construct of community attachment for 
both types of community residents? 
 
a. What effect, if any, do motivations for purchasing homes have on each 
dimension of community attachment? 
 
b. Is length of ownership for year-round residents important for all 
dimensions of community attachment?  Likewise, is frequency of 
visitation for seasonal residents an important predictor of attachment to 
community? 
 
This section will discuss the key findings from the bivariate and multivariate analyses 
completed for this research.   
According to the bivariate analyses, levels of attachment to community did vary 
by residency type.  Year-round residents reported higher levels of positive sentiments 
toward the community, participation in community affairs, and social bonds than did the 
seasonal residents who were sampled.  These differences, however, became more 
nuanced when the detailed residency status variable was examined.  Longstanding year-
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round residents and seasonal residents who visit their homes less frequently appear to be 
the main source of differences between year-round and seasonal residents overall.  By 
examining the detailed residency status variable, it was found that longstanding year-
round residents have significantly higher levels of positive sentiments toward their 
communities and participation in community affairs than any other of the five residency 
categories.  Likewise, seasonal residents who visit less frequently have significantly 
lower levels of community attachment as shown by the indicators for each of the three 
dimensions examined in this research.  The differences between year-round newcomers 
and seasonal residents who frequently (more than 3 months) visit their secondary 
communities were not as pronounced.  These two residency types were shown to be 
similar in terms of their levels of positive sentiments and participation in community 
affairs.  Interestingly, seasonal residents who visit their secondary communities for more 
than 3 months a year reported greater frequency of interaction with local friends and 
neighbors than any other type of resident, including both categories of year-round status.  
This may actually reflect the presence of differential opportunity structures for seasonal 
residents.  First, seasonal residents may be interacting with local friends and neighbors 
more frequently as a function of the amount of free time they often have while 
vacationing or during the retirement phases of the life cycle.  Second, interaction may be 
higher with local friends and neighbors and lower with local relatives simply because 
there are fewer if any local relatives present.  Therefore, the common acts of reciprocity 
usually asked of local relatives may instead be asked of local friends and neighbors, 
which inevitably increase the frequency of interaction with those types of residents.  By 
comparison, year-round residents, regardless of residency status, reported more frequent 
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interaction with local relatives.  Social bonds with local relatives was the only indicator 
of community attachment that found pronounced differences between all of the residency 
types, with year-round longstanding residents having more bonds with local relatives 
followed by year-round newcomers, seasonal frequent (either 1-3 months or greater than 
3 months) and seasonal less frequent residents (either 2 weeks or less or between 2 weeks 
and 1 month).  In summation, the general pattern of attachment to community shows that 
year-round longstanding residents have the greatest attachment, followed by year-round 
newcomers and seasonal frequent residents who are similarly attached, but at slightly 
lowers levels than year-round longstanding residents.  Seasonal residents who visit their 
secondary communities less frequently were shown to have the lowest level of 
attachment to their host communities.   
One of the main objectives of this research was to determine if the three 
commonly cited dimensions of community attachment actually represent the broader 
concept.  Stinner et al. (1990:516) allude to the importance of viewing community 
attachment multidemensionally due to their findings that “in no case did we observe a 
duplication of variable configuration and patterning across the three dimensions of 
community attachment.”  Beginning with Kasarda and Janowitz (1974), three dimensions 
of community attachment have been theoretically posited, but no substantive statistical 
testing has been completed to confirm or deny their theory.  Instead, only tests of the 
relationships between the dimensions have been undertaken (Beggs et al. 1996; Goudy 
1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974).  The main issue here is the assumption that the three 
dimensions actually represent community attachment.  This study used a second order 
factor analysis to determine if sentiments, social bonds and participation are actually 
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elements of the broader concept of community attachment.  The findings reveal that each 
of these dimensions is indeed important for both year-round and seasonal residents’ 
attachment to community.  In conclusion for the first research question stated above, the 
statistical procedures used in this study have provided a justification for the use of a 
multidimensional conceptualization of community attachment.  This study takes the 
theoretical underpinnings of community attachment and successfully justifies the use of 
the theoretical dimensions so often cited in the literature.  It also indicates that any study 
seeking to evaluate and understand community attachment needs to incorporate a 
multidimensional methodological approach.  Theodori and Luloff (2000:407) discuss 
how “the community attachment literature is difficult to summarize, partly because it 
does not adequately define what constitutes community attachment”.  In fact, several 
studies have attempted to measure community attachment by using local social bonds and 
sentiments (Cowell and Green 1994; Goudy 1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974), while 
others have used measures of social participation (Stinner et al. 1990).  Although each of 
these studies added to our understanding of community attachment, they ultimately 
missed at least one important dimension of the concept.  Future studies seeking to 
examine community attachment should incorporate each of its three dimensions in order 
to provide a more complete analysis of this important sociological topic.   
Another of the objectives of this study was to determine if the foundations of 
community attachment are different for disparate types of residents, specifically year-
round and seasonal residents.  The bivariate analyses revealed that, with the exception of 
seasonal residents who visit less frequently, the majority of respondents are attached to 
their communities as shown by the indicators of each of the three dimensions of 
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community attachment.  The goal of the second order factor models, however, was to 
point out which of the dimensions were the most important for each type of resident.  The 
findings from the second order factor models showed that there are differences in the 
foundational composition of community attachment between year-round and seasonal 
residents.  While each of the dimensions of community attachment was proven to be 
significant for both types of residents, the orderings of the strength of the relationships 
between those dimensions and community attachment itself were different.    
 
Year-Round Residents’ Community Attachment 
For year-round residents, the social bonds dimension was proven to be the best 
predicted by community attachment, as indicated by both the strongest regression 
coefficient and probability value.  The implication of this finding is that as year-round 
residents form social bonds through increased frequency of interaction with local friends, 
local family and neighbors they are more likely to develop higher overall community 
attachment.  This parallels the findings of other community researchers who found social 
bonds to have a positive relationship with other dimensions of community attachment.  
More specifically, the formation of positive sentiments toward host communities has 
been shown to be directly related to higher levels of social bonds (Beggs et al. 1996; 
Goudy 1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974).  Moreover, Matarrita-Cascante et al. (2006) 
pointed to increased interaction with neighbors as having a significant relationship with 
increased participation in community affairs, while Sampson (1988) discussed how 
sparse friendship ties were one systemic factor that undermines integration into the 
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community.  Stedman (2006a) also discovered that year-round residents in Wisconsin’s 
“Up North” were attached primarily through their social bonds in the area.   
While the formation of social bonds is the best predicted dimension of community 
attachment, both the participation and sentiments dimensions were significantly predicted 
by community attachment as well.  Participation in community affairs proved to be the 
second best predictor, followed by the sentiments dimension.  This is not surprising as 
Beggs et al. (1996) found that increased levels of community participation were related 
positively to community sentiments.  The ordering of the importance of the various 
dimensions of community attachment for year-round residents does indeed follow the 
patterns found in the literature.  Overall, however, this research, in combination with the 
existing literature on community attachment, indicates that the formation of community 
attachment for year-round residents is most often achieved via the development of social 
bonds through increased interaction with other community members, which in turn 
provides opportunities to participate in community affairs.  From these types of activities, 
positive sentiments toward the community are more likely to develop in year-round 
residents, and thereby overall attachment to community is formed at higher levels.   
Turning now to the individual dimensions of community attachment, the 
conclusions associated with research questions 2a and 2b will be discussed for year-round 
residents.  Motivations for purchasing residential property were shown to be significantly 
related to the social bonds and sentiments dimensions.  When year-round respondents 
indicated the importance of natural amenities as a motivation for purchasing their 
property, their social bonds were also shown to increase.  This may be a function of the 
high amenity settings and the recreational activities afforded by those settings leading to 
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increased interaction with local family, friends and neighbors through outdoor excursions 
utilizing the area’s natural amenities.  This finding somewhat contradicts Stedman 
(2006a), who found that year-round residents are attached via social bonds, while 
seasonal residents are attached via the area’s environmental quality, among other factors.  
As such, the finding that the importance of natural amenities for purchasing residential 
property is related to the social bonds dimension indicates that natural amenities do play a 
role in the formation of community attachment for year-round residents.  The implication 
of this being that there may indeed be a natural environment dimension associated with 
attachment in high amenity settings, as some researchers have suggested (Brehm, 
Eisenhauer, and Krannich 2004, 2006).  It is important to note that the significance of this 
variable is weak and its effect was lost when county context was included in the model.  
In all, there does appear to be a role for the natural environment to play in community 
attachment.  That role, however, needs additional examination to solidify it as an actual 
dimension of community attachment.      
The most surprising finding associated with the social bonds dimension, however, 
was the non-significant relationship of length of residency.  Past research has shown that 
length of residency is the best predictor of social bonds (Beggs et al. 1996; Goudy 1990; 
Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Sampson 1988; Stinner et al. 1990).  In this study, social 
bonds do not appear to be dependent upon the amount of time year-round residents have 
lived in the community.  Taken in conjunction with the fact that the social bonds 
dimension was the best predicted by the second order factor models, this indicates that 
the commonly cited belief that length of residency is the best predictor of community 
attachment may not be the case for year-round residents in high-amenity rural areas in 
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Utah.  The unique cultural context of Utah may be the reason length of residency was not 
a significant predictor of the social bonds dimension of community attachment.  The 
majority of Utah residents are of the Mormon faith, and therefore are organized into 
“stakes” and “wards”.  These terms designate a local community structure that mandates 
grouping of congregations by neighborhoods (wards) and multiple neighborhoods within 
the same section of communities (stakes).  Therefore, in Utah opportunities to interact 
and develop bonds with others from the community are not necessarily dependent upon 
the length of time a person has lived in the community, but rather whether or not they are 
a member of a particular faith.  From these findings it appears both that additional 
variables may be needed to better explain the social bonds dimension, and that the belief 
length of residency is the key predictor of community attachment should be a focus of 
continued empirical investigation, especially within localized contexts that may be 
similar to those found in rural Utah.      
The results for the participation dimension of community attachment were similar 
to social bonds dimension.  Only two variables were found to be significant.  Of the two 
significant variables, neither was associated with motivations for purchasing residential 
property.  The most significant predictor of participation in community affairs was 
gender, in that men are more likely to take an active role.  Unlike the social bonds 
dimension, length of residency did prove significant, although only at the p<.05 level.  
This finding is somewhat surprising as other researchers have not found a strong link 
between length of residency and participation in community affairs (Beggs et al. 1996; 
Goudy 1990).   
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The sentiments dimension was shown to be most strongly related to the rural 
character motivation for purchasing residential property.  Year-round residents who value 
the importance of traditional rural attributes (slow pace of life, family and friendship ties, 
rural atmosphere and clean environment) were more likely to possess higher levels of 
positive sentiments toward their communities.  Similarly, respondents who grew up in 
smaller towns, and therefore are accustomed to rural life, were also found to have more 
positive sentiments.  In addition, longer term residents were more likely to indicate 
positive sentiments toward their communities.  This finding parallels other research that 
has found length of residency to be positively related to sentiments (Beggs et al 1996; 
Goudy 1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Sampson 1988;). 
Overall, year-round residents’ community attachment is predicated most heavily 
on the formation of social bonds through frequent interaction with local friends, local 
family, and neighbors.  Participation in community affairs was also an important element 
of community attachment.  Interestingly, the social bonds and participation dimensions 
appear to more important overall than does the sentiments dimension.  According to other 
research on community attachment, both social bonds and community level participation 
are related to positive community sentiments (Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Goudy 1990; 
Beggs et al. 1996; Theodori and Luloff 2000).  In combination with the findings 
presented in this work dealing with the relative importance of each of the dimensions of 
community attachment, the sentiments dimension appears to be the one dimension that is 
least related to overall community attachment.  Instead, positive sentiments may be a 
more general phenomenon.  In addition, length of residency was the most strongly 
associated with the sentiments dimension, while being only moderately associated with 
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the participation dimension and not at all associated with the social bonds dimension.  
These associations, or lack thereof, between length of residency and the dimensions of 
community attachment, in combination with the relative importance of each of the 
dimensions for the formation of community attachment, reveal that length or residency 
may not be as important for community attachment as once thought, at least in the 
context of this study setting.  Instead, previously found associations between length of 
residency and community attachment may be more of a function how community 
attachment is frequently measured (i.e. through the sentiments dimension).        
The incorporation of dummy variables to account for county level context showed 
that individual level characteristics are better able to explain variance within each of the 
dimensions of community attachment.  Only the participation dimension exhibited 
differences between counties.  Overall, however, less than nine percent of the variance in 
community participation is explained by these contextual differences.  From this research 
it does appear that individual level characteristics are better predictors of community 
attachment for year-round residents then measures seeking to account for county level 
nested characteristics.    
 
Seasonal Residents’ Community Attachment 
 As was the case with year-round residents, the results for the seasonal residents 
reveal that the concept of community attachment should be viewed multidimensionally.        
Similarly to year-round residents, seasonal residents’ attachment to community was 
based significantly on each of the three dimensions studied herein.  Unlike year-round 
residents, however, the best predicted dimension of community attachment was the 
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participation dimension, followed closely by social bonds and sentiments.  The 
standardized regression coefficients for seasonal residents’ second order paths were all 
significant (p<.001) and were shown to have similar effects.  In all, the foundations of 
attachment to community for seasonal residents were not as clear as for the year-round 
residents.  Due to the similarities in the strengths of second order regression path 
coefficients, it is difficult to definitively draw conclusions about which dimension of 
community attachment is most important.  It appears that all three dimensions are indeed 
important elements associated with the foundation of seasonal residents’ attachment to 
their host communities.    
 Predictor variables for each of the three dimensions of community attachment for 
seasonal residents showed some consistent findings.  First, the rural character of an area 
as a motivational factor behind purchasing residential property was significant for all 
three dimensions.  A main component of the literature on seasonal homes is the notion of 
“escape” from ones’ primary residence to an area that is thought to have a higher quality 
of life due to a slower pace, cleaner environment, rural atmosphere, etc. (Channen 2000; 
McIntyre et al. 2006; Stedman 2006b; Williams and Kaltenborn 1999).  The significance 
of the rural character variable across all three dimensions of community attachment 
alludes to the notion of “escape.”  When seasonal residents utilize their secondary abodes 
as a place to enjoy a slower paced life, cleaner environment, and overall rural atmosphere 
they are more likely to indicate higher levels of community attachment across all three 
dimensions.  This is especially true for the sentiments dimension, as the rural character 
variable had the strongest regression coefficient.  The significance of the rural character 
variable on the social bonds dimension is more questionable, due to its loss of 
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significance in the model incorporating county context.  It is important to remember that 
the probability value only decreased by .012 and just barely lost statistical significance 
(p=.058).  The importance of natural amenities as a motivational factor for purchasing a 
seasonal residence did not prove to be significant for any of the three dimensions of 
community attachment.  While Stedman (2006a) found that attachment for seasonal 
residents was based on the notion of “escape,” he also found that it was based on the 
environmental quality of the host area.  The results from this study do not indicate that 
attachment is based on the importance of local natural amenities, but instead 
predominately on the rural character of the area, which indeed may be viewed as an 
“escape” from their primary residences.       
 In addition to the significance of the rural character variable, frequency of 
visitation was also significant across all three dimensions of community attachment.  
Seasonal residents who visit their second homes more often were significantly more 
likely to exhibit attachment to community across all three dimensions.  In fact, the 
frequency of visitation variable had the greatest effect on both the social bonds and 
participation dimensions.  Intriguingly, the findings in this study reveal that seasonal 
residents more closely follow the main tenets of the community attachment literature than 
do their year-round counterparts.  The majority of research on community attachment has 
shown that length of residence in an area is the best predictor of community attachment 
(Goudy 1990; Kasarda and Janowitz 1974; Sampson 1988).  Frequency of visitation for 
seasonal residents was used as a proxy for length of residence in this study and was found 
to have strong significance across all three dimensions, unlike the year-round residents, 
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for whom length of residence did not have a significant effect on their most important 
dimension of community attachment.       
 As was also found by Beggs et al. (1996) and Stinner et al. (1990), being in the 
later stages of the life cycle was significantly related to the formation of social bonds 
through frequent interaction with local friends, local family and neighbors.  Goudy 
(1990), however, found that ones’ phase in their life cycle was significantly related to the 
sentiments dimension, while no evidence was found of that relationship in this study, 
either for seasonal or year-round residents.  Income was also shown to have a significant 
association with the social bonds dimension for seasonal residents.  Following the 
findings of Fisher (1982), seasonal residents who reported lower levels of annual 
household income were more likely to indicate the presence of social bonds through 
frequent interaction.  The assumption here is that as residents earn higher incomes they 
are more able and likely to reach outside of the local community for social bonds.   
 Finally, the model incorporating an examination of county context revealed that 
seasonal residents’ community attachment is affected more by county level contextual 
factors than year-round residents’ attachment.  As was the case for year-round residents, 
the participation dimension of community attachment was shown to differ based on 
county of residence.  For seasonal residents, however, more than 10 percent of the 
variance in participation was accounted for by county of residence.  In addition, the 
differences in participation between counties showed that some counties characterized by 
greater urban influence had lower levels of participation among their seasonal residents.  
While urban influence may indeed be important, two other factors may be more related to 
the county level differences found. 
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First, the opportunity to participate within counties may vary at any given time.  
This is especially true in portions of this study area as two separate issues may have 
afforded residents in certain counties more opportunity to participate during the twelve 
months prior to survey implementation.  During the time of survey implementation, both 
the Fishlake and Dixie National Forests (located primarily in Wayne and Garfield 
Counties, but extending into portions of all five Southern Utah Study counties) were in 
the process of their ten year management plan updates.  A significant component of this 
process is the solicitation of public input into various aspects of wildlife management, 
timber management, recreational resources, as well as issues surrounding water and air 
quality.  For this reason, there was more opportunity for residents, especially in Wayne 
and Garfield Counties, to engage in participative behaviors.  In addition to the Fishlake 
and Dixie National Forest management plan updates occurring around the time of survey 
implementation, issues surrounding the management of the 1.9 million acre Grand-
Staircase Escalante National Monument have been contentious since its designation.  
President Clinton designated the monument in 1996 with no input from local or state 
citizens or political leaders, creating a source of outrage among many local residents.  It 
could therefore be argued that because of the lack of local input into the decision to 
designate the monument more residents were seeking to make sure their voices are being 
heard by participating in subsequent management planning activities.  Similarly, the 
Bureau of Land Management (the agency in charge of the monument) has attempted to 
do a better job of providing the public opportunity to participate in issues surrounding the 
management of the monument.  In combination, the two aforementioned issues 
potentially provided residents in Wayne, Garfield and Kane Counties more opportunities 
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to engage in participative behaviors.  This may help to explain why Summit and Iron 
County (for seasonal residents) and Summit and Washington County (for year-round 
residents) residents reported significantly lower levels of participation in community 
affairs.   
A more likely reason for the county level contextual differences in community 
participation, however, stems from the type of natural amenities located in these counties.  
The two counties shown to have significantly lower levels of participation among 
seasonal residents were Summit and Iron Counties.  The recreational use statistics 
provided in Chapter 4 revealed that these two counties had significantly more down hill 
skiing use among seasonal residents.  This is an indication that the types of seasonal 
residents drawn to these counties based on winter amenities may be different than the 
seasonal residents being attracted to other locations.   Perhaps the development of 
condominiums based around resort destinations leads seasonal residents to participate 
more extensively in things such as home owner association (HOA) boards rather than 
more broadly across community issues in general.  Or perhaps seasonal residents drawn 
to these types of amenities are more likely to be interested only in the recreational 
activity provided by the resort destination and therefore not willing to trade the time away 
from that specific activity in order to participate in local community issues.       
In addition to the participation dimension, the sentiments dimension was also 
shown to be different based on county of residence.  Summit County was found to have 
significantly lower levels of sentimentality.  In fact, nearly 14 percent of the variance in 
the sentiments dimension was accounted for by county of residence.  Overall, the finding 
that Summit County has lower levels of participation and sentimentality is not surprising 
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as the demographic and cultural context of this county is different than most other Utah 
counties.   
 
Study Limitations 
 The goal of this study was to examine the foundations of community attachment 
for disparate resident types, specifically year-round versus seasonal residents.  As such, 
the study included numerous variables that needed to be conceptualized and 
operationalized.  The review of the literature on community attachment did not find 
uniform measures of any of the dimensions of community attachment.  While 
commonalities do exist in how community attachment has been conceptualized and 
operationalized, a great deal of variation also exists (Cross 2004).  It is for this reason that 
the dimensions of community attachment used here may not be fully agreed upon by all 
scholars in the field.  The underlying theoretical rationale for using these three 
dimensions of community attachment, however, has become fairly well established.  The 
operationalization of these dimensions is more often where discrepancies between studies 
occur.  Therefore, additional studies, using alternative operationalizations of key 
community attachment dimensions, are needed to solidify the findings presented in this 
study.  This is not to indicate that the findings presented here are improper in any way, 
but rather to point out that alternative operationalizations exist.   
 In addition to the operationalization concerns, there are also some relatively new 
studies that call for an additional dimension of community attachment to be included in 
its conceptualization.  An environmental dimension of community attachment has been 
posited by Brehm, Eisenhauer and Krannich (2004, 2006).  To date, however, limited 
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attention has been given to this potential dimension of community attachment.  Future 
studies seeking to fully understand the concept of “community attachment” should 
attempt to incorporate this dimension into the analytic structure.  This study was not able 
to incorporate this dimension due to a lack of measurement of the concept in the survey 
instrument.   
 Additional measurement issues are also a source of limitations for this study.  
First, as discussed in Chapter 2, there are many forms of seasonal residents.  This study 
uniquely identified residents within the study area who owned residential property as a 
secondary residence, representing what Newig (2000) calls the non-mobile type of 
second home.  In addition to the non-mobile type of secondary residence, there are also 
the semi-mobile and mobile varieties.  These forms are more difficult to study due to 
their ability to move freely between locations.  While the vast majority of research on 
second homes utilizes the non-mobile form, further research on the other forms would 
enhance the understanding of the seasonal residence phenomena.   
 Another limitation associated with this study is the methodology employed.  A 
mail survey was used to collect information from residents within the study area.  While 
survey methodology is a completely appropriate technique for obtaining information, 
there are some arguments for the use of qualitative methodology to gain a more in-depth 
understanding of the topic at hand.  Any future research on this topic would be well 
suited to use a mix of qualitative and quantitative methods.  Other issues with survey 
methodology include common sources of bias associated with mail surveys (Salant and 
Dillman 1994).  Coverage error was minimized by using information from the tax 
assessors’ offices for each county to ensure a complete sampling frame of the populations 
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under examination.  Additionally, each of the tax assessor’s roles were cleaned to avoid 
any duplicate listings and other inappropriate entries.  Non-response error, or the error 
that comes from small response rates, was handled by completing follow up phone calls 
to Summit County residents, which was designed to ensure that the answers to survey 
questions given by respondents were not significantly different than the non-respondents.  
Finally, measurement error is the biggest source of concern.  As discussed above, the 
operationalizations of the dimensions of community attachment used in this study may 
possess some error in regard to its ability to accurately measure the conceptualizations.  
All operationalizations used in this study, however, were based on other measures used in 
previous studies of the same topic.   
 The next limitation of this dissertation is the lack of ability to identify the ways in 
which each of the dimensions of community attachment affect one another.  Due to 
analytic limitations (model identification, etc.), specific causal paths between dimensions 
of community attachment were not examined.  Although the main goal of this study was 
to analytically justify the theoretical conceptualization of community attachment as 
multidimensional, and to examine the foundations of such attachment between disparate 
resident types, future works using structural equation modeling should examine the 
causal pathways between each of the dimensions of community attachment.  By 
incorporating these advanced statistical procedures into future analyses of community 
attachment, a more thorough understanding of this important phenomenon could be 
obtained.      
 Finally, Utah is a fairly unique study setting.  As was stated early in this work, 
Utah’s land base is comprised predominantly of public lands.  Due to its expansive 
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amount of public lands, Utah is very different from most of the locations where the 
seasonal homeownership phenomenon has been studied.  This unique context may make 
the generalization of findings herein to other rural communities outside of the 
Intermountain West problematic.  While other rural communities of the Intermountain 
West may be similar in terms of the composition of their land base, most rural 
communities in other regions of the United States are not comparable in this aspect.  
Moreover, the Mormon Church plays a large role in local community life, which provides 
Utah with a unique cultural context different from most other rural counties across the 
United States.  The findings of this dissertation, however, did show that the seasonal 
residents studied here were not drastically different in terms of socioeconomic 
characteristics from seasonal homeowners in other regions of the United States.             
 
Policy Implications 
 As discussed in the introduction to this work, seasonal homes have increased 
exponentially between 1970 and the turn of the twenty-first century (Green and 
Glendenning 2003).  This growth is especially present in areas characterized by high-
amenity settings (Cromartie and Wardwell 1999; McGranahan 1999).  This study furthers 
our understanding of how this issue effects community attachment in areas typified by 
this sort of amenity based growth.  The concept of community attachment is important 
because of the role it plays in fostering community cohesion.  Warren (1978) discussed 
the “great change”, in which community cohesion decreases, due at least in part to 
residents’ lack of identification with the community.  By understanding how residents 
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become attached to their communities, a concerted effort can be made to increase 
residents’ identification with their local community.   
 From the analyses completed herein, differences between how year-round and 
seasonal residents form attachment to their communities can be pinpointed and built 
upon.  For year-round residents, the formation of social bonds within the community was 
identified as the best predicted dimension of community attachment, while for seasonal 
residents the participation dimension was the best predicted.  According to these findings, 
attempts to increase participation in community affairs for seasonal residents and 
programs designed to increase interaction between year-round residents would be 
potential mechanisms to increase overall attachment to community.  Moreover, the social 
bonds and participation dimensions were significant for both year-round and seasonal 
residents, which suggests that programs aimed at increasing participation and interaction 
could potentially promote stronger associations and relationship building between year-
round and seasonal residents.  Through an increase in residents’ attachment, community 
cohesion could also be increased.  This cohesion could thereby potentially decrease the 
effects of polarizing issues within the community.  As residents become more attached to 
their communities through more frequent interaction with other local residents, they may 
be more likely to take a participative role in community issues.  Through this 
participation and increased frequency of interaction with other community members, 
residents may be able to better understand all sides of contentious issues and therefore 
reduce conflict associated with polarized issues.     
 The lack of cohesion discussed by Warren (1978) is related to what Price and 
Clay (1980) call culture clash.  As new residents, either year-round or seasonal, move 
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into an area they are often viewed as having different value systems and beliefs.  
According to Smith and Krannich (2000) and Clenndenning et al. (2005), this fear of 
community disruption, via new values and beliefs, may not be as disruptive as originally 
thought.  In fact, it is more likely that the perception of culture clash may be the most 
important factor involved (Smith and Krannich 2000).  If community attachment is 
fostered, thereby increasing community cohesion, then residents may no longer hold 
these uninformed perceptions.  By increasing attachment through the formation of social 
bonds and participation within the community, residents will be afforded the opportunity 
to move beyond perceptions of disparate values and beliefs, into the realm of actual 
understanding of one another, and therefore become more likely to find common ground 
for the betterment of the community as a whole.   
 Finally, increasing community attachment, especially the participation and social 
bonds dimensions, among seasonal residents may be a way to ensure that the formation 
of what Janowitz (1951) called a “community of limited liability” does not occur.  A 
“community of limited liability” is one in which residents have sentimental attachment to 
their community but are willing to forgo those sentiments if local conditions fail to satisfy 
their immediate needs or aspirations.  Through programs aimed at increasing 
participation in community affairs among seasonal residents, a higher level of investment 
in the community would be obtained and may help reduce the potential that seasonal 
residents would be willing to leave their secondary communities at the first sign of 
trouble.  One potential way to increase participation in community issues and affairs by 
seasonal residents, or any community residents for that matter, may be to utilize modern 
communication tools, such as webcasting, to allow all residents, regardless of their 
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current location, to take part in important community meetings (city/county council 
meetings, etc.).  Enabling seasonal residents to attend and participate in important 
community events, even while located at their primary residence, could foster their 
attachment to their secondary communities and potentially diminish the propensity for 
often ill-conceived perceptions about differing values and beliefs between year-round and 
seasonal residents.    
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APPENDIX A 
SUMMIT COUNTY NON-RESPONSE CHECKS AND CORRELATION MATRICES 
Table A1.  Results of the Differences Between Seasonal Respondents and Seasonal Non-
respondents in Summit County, Utah  
 
 
 
Mean Score t-test Variables included in phone call 
follow-up of non respondents Respondent Non respondent t value p value 
Over past 5 yrs community become 
more or less desirable 2.83 2.25 2.77 0.006 
Suppose you had to move away 1.43 1.78 -2.50 0.013 
The natural environment in this area 
is a key part of my life 1.44 1.48 -0.35 0.729 
% of people you know or recognize 17.88 17.32 0.13 0.899 
Gender 1.46 1.66 -2.07 0.039 
Education 4.87 4.81 0.29 0.773 
Income 6.41 6.89 -1.39 0.164 
 
 
 
 
 
The mean differences that were found to be statistically significant (desirability, 
sorrow over move, and gender) did not prove to be substantively significant as well.  By 
comparing the actual means between respondents and non respondents, it was determined 
that the statistical differences do not possess any real substantive significance.   
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Table A2.  Spearman’s Rho Bivariate Correlations for All Variables Used in Year-round Resident Models  
  
Sex Child Comm Political Income
Motiv: 
Financial
Motiv: 
Natural
Motiv: 
Rural Religion Tenure
Life 
Cycle Friends Relatives Neighbors Education 
Sex 1.00                           
Child. Comm. -0.15 1.00                         
Political 0.09 -0.26 1.00                       
Inc. -0.06 -0.19 0.14 1.00                     
Motiv: Finan. 0.07 -0.01 0.07 0.11 1.00            Listwise N=438      
Motiv: Natural 0.02 -0.08 0.15 0.04 0.26 1.00                 
Motiv: Rural 0.04 0.36 -0.19 -0.19 0.07 0.24 1.00               
Relig. -0.07 0.41 -0.43 -0.18 -0.06 -0.31 0.27 1.00             
Tenure -0.08 0.27 -0.13 -0.09 -0.08 -0.04 0.24 0.20 1.00           
Life Cycle -0.17 0.03 0.03 -0.13 -0.06 0.09 -0.04 -0.08 -0.01 1.00         
Friends -0.04 -0.04 0.07 0.06 0.02 0.18 0.10 -0.12 0.03 -0.10 1.00       
Relat. -0.12 0.27 -0.13 -0.14 -0.12 -0.03 0.28 0.27 0.17 -0.05 0.38 1.00     
Neigh. -0.13 0.08 -0.04 0.00 -0.04 0.14 0.09 0.04 0.04 0.06 0.58 0.46 1.00   
Educ. -0.11 -0.18 0.14 0.38 0.02 0.05 -0.25 -0.17 -0.05 0.02 0.07 -0.13 0.03 1.00 
Belong 0.04 0.15 -0.11 -0.02 0.02 0.11 0.33 0.19 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.10 0.00 
Accept -0.09 0.29 -0.16 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.33 0.34 0.21 0.04 0.09 0.21 0.12 0.00 
Help -0.09 0.30 -0.21 -0.10 -0.09 0.00 0.35 0.38 0.24 0.07 0.06 0.19 0.17 -0.07 
Trust -0.15 0.24 -0.16 0.00 -0.06 0.04 0.31 0.26 0.17 0.08 0.04 0.16 0.12 0.01 
Home -0.08 0.16 -0.09 -0.02 -0.10 0.09 0.38 0.22 0.22 0.04 0.07 0.11 0.10 -0.04 
Attend -0.12 0.12 -0.08 0.06 -0.07 0.01 0.10 0.10 0.11 -0.07 0.05 0.09 0.17 0.04 
Work -0.16 0.13 -0.10 0.05 0.00 0.06 0.14 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.10 0.10 0.23 0.03 
Contact -0.21 0.16 -0.10 0.00 -0.07 0.02 0.12 0.10 0.21 0.09 0.08 0.12 0.18 0.01 
                             
 Belong Accept Help Trust Home Attend Work Contact       
Belong 1.00                     
Accept 0.59 1.00                   
Help 0.42 0.55 1.00                 
Trust 0.44 0.50 0.60 1.00               
Home 0.62 0.65 0.60 0.57 1.00             
Attend 0.10 0.12 0.17 0.11 0.12 1.00           
Work 0.11 0.13 0.13 0.09 0.14 0.50 1.00         
Contact 0.09 0.13 0.20 0.10 0.13 0.47 0.52 1.00       
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Table A3.  Spearman’s Rho Bivariate Correlations for All Variables Used in Seasonal Resident Models  
  Sex 
Child 
Comm Political Income
Motiv: 
Financial
Motiv: 
Natural
Motiv: 
Rural Religion Visitation
Life 
Cycle Friends Relatives Neighbors Education 
Sex 1.00                           
Child. Comm. -0.02 1.00                         
Political 0.16 -0.24 1.00                       
Inc. 0.02 -0.32 0.09 1.00                     
Motiv: Finan. 0.10 -0.23 0.02 0.17 1.00           Listwise N=317       
Motiv: Natural 0.05 -0.14 -0.03 0.17 0.19 1.00                 
Motiv: Rural 0.10 0.16 -0.11 -0.12 -0.01 0.28 1.00               
Relig. 0.00 0.36 -0.36 -0.25 -0.21 -0.18 0.20 1.00             
Visitation -0.10 0.13 -0.08 -0.10 -0.23 0.13 0.11 0.10 1.00           
Life Cycle -0.08 0.24 -0.08 -0.22 -0.27 -0.05 -0.05 0.05 0.27 1.00         
Friends -0.03 0.07 0.02 -0.08 -0.07 0.03 0.11 -0.08 0.43 0.20 1.00       
Relat. 0.02 0.16 -0.20 -0.13 -0.10 -0.12 0.21 0.24 0.24 0.11 0.39 1.00     
Neigh. -0.11 0.16 -0.13 -0.12 -0.13 0.07 0.17 0.03 0.37 0.28 0.67 0.43 1.00   
Educ. -0.07 -0.09 0.20 0.34 0.07 0.00 -0.12 -0.12 -0.05 -0.11 -0.04 -0.12 0.01 1.00 
Belong -0.07 0.07 0.01 -0.02 -0.09 0.17 0.33 0.03 0.31 0.03 0.27 0.25 0.25 0.01 
Accept -0.10 0.15 -0.15 -0.12 -0.14 0.07 0.31 0.18 0.22 0.14 0.20 0.29 0.28 -0.10 
Help -0.13 0.12 -0.21 -0.15 -0.17 0.07 0.31 0.14 0.28 0.11 0.18 0.20 0.34 -0.09 
Trust -0.11 0.08 -0.17 -0.04 -0.14 0.10 0.29 0.15 0.22 0.13 0.12 0.18 0.31 -0.02 
Home 0.00 0.07 -0.06 -0.05 -0.14 0.13 0.33 0.09 0.28 0.05 0.20 0.23 0.28 -0.06 
Attend -0.10 0.09 -0.07 -0.04 0.00 0.08 0.20 0.01 0.26 0.01 0.19 0.22 0.23 0.03 
Work -0.17 0.04 -0.01 -0.07 -0.08 0.08 0.18 0.02 0.33 0.11 0.22 0.18 0.27 -0.07 
Contact -0.15 0.16 -0.06 -0.06 -0.12 0.04 0.24 0.13 0.21 0.10 0.22 0.13 0.27 0.04 
                             
 Belong Accept Help Trust Home Attend Work Contact       
Belong 1.00                     
Accept 0.55 1.00                   
Help 0.40 0.58 1.00                 
Trust 0.45 0.51 0.67 1.00               
Home 0.61 0.58 0.59 0.58 1.00             
Attend 0.26 0.28 0.31 0.30 0.28 1.00           
Work 0.16 0.23 0.25 0.21 0.14 0.35 1.00         
Contact 0.14 0.17 0.19 0.14 0.11 0.31 0.40 1.00       
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APPENDIX B 
 
METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX FOR SENTIMENTS DIMENSION OF 
COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT 
 
Polychoric Matrices 
 
Table B1.  Results From the Polychoric Matrix Analysis of the Measurement Model for 
the Sentimental Dimension of Community Attachment    
 
Year-Round Seasonal Indicators of Sentimental 
Dimension of Community 
Attachment Estimate Std. Error Estimate 
Std. 
Error 
Belong 0.831*** -0.054 0.815*** -0.073 
Acceptance 0.911*** -0.052 0.924*** -0.072 
Help 0.859*** -0.053 0.973*** -0.072 
Trust 0.824*** -0.054 0.953*** -0.072 
Home 1.000  1.000  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
***p<.001 
The results show that the clustering of the indicators of sentimental attachment 
around the indicator scaled to one (sense of the community as a real home) is appropriate 
for the continued use in the full structural equation model.  The polychoric matrix results 
indicate that treating an ordinal variable as continuous does not cause any methodological 
problems.   
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Year-round Residents 
Table B2.  Bootstrapped Standardized Regression Weights for Year-round Residents’ 
Sentimental Attachment   
Parameter SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Belonging 0.044 0.001 0.564 0.000 0.002 
Acceptance 0.038 0.001 0.681 -0.002 0.002 
Help 0.031 0.001 0.805 0.001 0.001 
Trust 0.033 0.001 0.757 0.001 0.001 
Home 0.034 0.001 0.752 0.002 0.002 
 
 
 
Table B3.  Bootstrapped Covariances for Year-round Residents’ Sentimental Attachment  
Covariances SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Belonging; Acceptance 0.027 0.001 0.120 0.000 0.001 
Acceptance; Home 0.024 0.001 0.075 -0.001 0.001 
Belonging; Home 0.023 0.001 0.111 -0.001 0.001 
 
 
 
Table B4.  Bootstrapped Correlations for Year-round Residents’ Sentimental Attachment   
Correlations SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Belonging; Acceptance 0.061 0.002 0.315 0.000 0.003 
Acceptance; Home 0.072 0.002 0.274 -0.005 0.003 
Belonging; Home 0.057 0.002 0.369 -0.001 0.003 
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Table B5.  Bootstrapped Variances for Year-round Residents’ Sentimental Attachment   
Variances SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Sentiments 0.033 0.001 0.278 0.001 0.001 
Belonging 0.033 0.001 0.419 -0.003 0.001 
Acceptance 0.033 0.001 0.344 -0.001 0.001 
Help 0.027 0.001 0.186 -0.002 0.001 
Trust 0.026 0.001 0.228 -0.002 0.001 
Home 0.026 0.001 0.212 -0.003 0.001 
 
 
The results from the bootstrapping procedures for the year-round measurement 
models indicate that the standardized regression weights, covariances, correlations and 
variances were not overly inflated due to the issue of non-normality, as shown by the 
small standard error biases in Tables B2-B5 above.  
 
Seasonal Residents 
Table B6.  Bootstrapped Standardized Regression Weights for Seasonal Residents’ 
Sentimental Attachment   
Parameter SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Belong 0.056 0.002 0.509 -0.001 0.003 
Acceptance 0.043 0.001 0.665 -0.001 0.002 
Help 0.030 0.001 0.848 -0.002 0.001 
Trust 0.034 0.001 0.794 0.001 0.002 
Home 0.039 0.001 0.707 -0.001 0.002 
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Table B7.  Bootstrapped Covariances for Seasonal Residents’ Sentimental Attachment 
Covariances SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Belonging; Acceptance 0.030 0.001 0.129 -0.001 0.001 
Acceptance; Home 0.026 0.001 0.074 0.001 0.001 
Belonging; Home 0.030 0.001 0.154 0.000 0.001 
 
 
 
Table B8.  Bootstrapped Correlations for Seasonal Residents’ Sentimental Attachment 
Correlations SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Belonging; Acceptance 0.065 0.002 0.335 -0.003 0.003 
Acceptance; Home 0.074 0.002 0.232 0.002 0.003 
Belonging; Home 0.060 0.002 0.400 0.000 0.003 
 
 
 
Table B9.  Bootstrapped Variances for Seasonal Residents’ Sentimental Attachment 
Variances SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Sentiments 0.041 0.001 0.321 -0.001 0.002 
Belong 0.038 0.001 0.461 -0.003 0.002 
Acceptance 0.034 0.001 0.316 -0.003 0.002 
Help 0.032 0.001 0.177 0.001 0.001 
Trust 0.033 0.001 0.288 -0.002 0.001 
Home 0.035 0.001 0.318 -0.002 0.002 
 
 
 
The results from the bootstrapping procedures for the seasonal measurement 
models indicate that the standardized regression weights, covariances, correlations and 
variances were not overly inflated due to the issue of non-normality, as shown by the 
small standard error biases in Tables B6-B9 above.     
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APPENDIX C 
METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX FOR PARTICIPATION DIMENSION OF 
COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT 
 
Polychoric Matrices 
 
Table C1.  Results From the Polychoric Matrix Analysis of the Measurement Model for 
the Participation Dimension of Community Attachment for both Year-round and 
Seasonal Residents   
Year-Round Seasonal  Indicators of Participation 
Dimension of Community 
Attachment Estimate Std. Error Estimate Std. Error 
Contacted 1.0397*** -0.101 1.1757*** -0.208 
Worked 1.1064*** -0.108 1.3349*** -0.250 
Attended  1.000   1.000  
  ***p<.001 
 
The results show that the clustering of the indicators of the participation 
dimension of community attachment around the indicator scaled to one (attended) is 
appropriate for the continued use in the full structural equation model.  The polychoric 
matrix results indicate that treating a binary variable as continuous does not cause any 
methodological problems.   
 
Year-round Residents 
Table C2.  Unstandardized Regression Weights for Year-round Residents’ Indicators of 
Community Participation   
Indicators of 
community 
participation 
Estimate Std. Error 
Critical 
Ratio P 
Attended 1.000    
Contacted 1.040 .101 10.336 *** 
Worked 1.096 .107 10.272 *** 
230 
 
 
 
Table C3.  Variances for Year-round Residents’ Indicators of Community Participation   
Indicators of 
community 
participation 
Estimate Std. Error 
Critical 
Ratio P 
Participation .105 .016 6.625 *** 
Attended .127 .012 10.318 *** 
Worked .102 .013 8.050 *** 
Contacted .119 .012 9.518 *** 
   ***p<.001 
Table C4.  Standardized Residual Covariances for Year-round Residents’ Indicators of 
Community Participation   
 Contacted Worked Attended 
Contacted .000   
Worked .000 .000  
Attended .000 .000 .000 
 
 
 
 The results from Tables C2-C4 above reveal that the year-round measurement 
model for community participation is adequately fit due to the parameter estimates 
possessing appropriate signs, sizes and statistical significances.  The model fit indices 
were not able to be used to assess the overall model fit due to the model having the same 
number of estimated parameters as variances and covariances of the observed variables.  
Essentially the degrees of freedom are equal to zero indicating a saturated model.   
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Seasonal Residents 
Table C5.  Unstandardized Regression Weights for Seasonal Residents’ Indicators of 
Community Participation   
Indicator of 
community 
participation 
Estimate Std. Error 
Critical 
Ratio P 
Contacted 1.329 .235 5.665 *** 
Attended 1.000    
Worked 1.518 .285 5.334 *** 
   ***p<.001 
 
Table C6.  Variances for Seasonal Residents’ Indicators of Community Participation  
Indicator of 
community 
participation 
Estimate Std. Error 
Critical 
Ratio P 
Participation .046 .013 3.689 *** 
Contacted .153 .019 7.998 *** 
Worked .122 .022 5.642 *** 
Attend .126 .013 9.639 *** 
   ***p<.001 
 
Table C7.  Standardized Residual Covariances for Seasonal Residents’ Indicators of 
Community Participation   
 Contacted Worked Attended 
Contacted .000   
Worked .000 .000  
Attended .000 .000 .000 
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The results from Tables C5-C7 above reveal that the seasonal measurement model 
for community participation is adequately fit due to the parameter estimates possessing 
appropriate signs, sizes and statistical significances.  The model fit indices were not able 
to be used to assess the overall model fit due to the model having the same number of 
estimated parameters as variances and covariances of the observed variables.  Essentially 
the degrees of freedom are equal to zero indicating a saturated model.   
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APPENDIX D 
METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX FOR SOCIAL BONDS DIMENSION OF 
COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT 
 
Year-Round Residents 
Table D1.  Unstandardized Regression Weights for Year-round Residents’ Indicators of 
Social Bonds  
Indicators of 
social bonds Estimate
Std. 
Error 
Critical 
Ratio P 
Neighbors 1.000    
Friends 0.789 0.085 9.275 *** 
Relatives 0.664 0.077 8.585 *** 
  ***p<.001 
 
Table D2.  Variances for Year-round Residents’ Indicators of Social Bonds   
Indicators of 
social bonds Estimate 
Std. 
Error 
Critical 
Ratio P 
Social Bonds 2.623 0.357 7.349 *** 
Neighbors 1.293 0.269 4. 801 *** 
Friends 1.504 0.189 7.976 *** 
Relatives 3.001 0.232 12.935 *** 
  ***p<.001 
 
Table D3.  Standardized Residual Covariances for Year-round Residents’ Indicators of 
Social Bonds  
 Relatives Friends Neighbors
Relatives 0.000   
Friends 0.000 0.000  
Neighbors 0.000 0.000 0.000 
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The results from Tables D1-D3 above reveal that the year-round measurement 
model for social bonds is adequately fit due to the parameter estimates possessing 
appropriate signs, sizes and statistical significances.  The model fit indices were not able 
to be used to assess the overall model fit due to the model having the same number of 
estimated parameters as variances and covariances of the observed variables.  Essentially 
the degrees of freedom are equal to zero indicating a saturated model.   
 
Seasonal Residents 
Table D4.  Bootstrapped Standardized Regression Weights for Seasonal Residents’ 
Social Bonds   
Parameter SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Neighbors 0.048 0.002 0.910 0.001 0.002 
Friends 0.060 0.002 0.782 0.001 0.003 
Relatives 0.054 0.002 0.531 -0.001 0.002 
 
 
 
Table D5.  Bootstrapped Variances for Seasonal Residents’ Social Bonds 
Variances SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Social Bonds 0.458 0.014 3.360 -0.003 0.020 
Neighbors 0.351 0.011 0.681 -0.028 0.016 
Friends 0.391 0.012 1.616 -0.036 0.018 
Relatives 0.252 0.008 2.786 -0.032 0.011 
 
 
 
The results from the bootstrapping procedures for the seasonal measurement 
models indicate that the standardized regression weights and variances were not overly 
inflated due to the issue of non-normality, as shown by the small standard error biases in 
Tables D4 and D5 above.    
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Table D6.  Unstandardized Regression Weights for Seasonal Residents’ Indicators of 
Social Bonds   
Indicators of 
social bonds Estimate
Std. 
Error 
Critical 
Ratio P 
Neighbors 1.000    
Friends 0.875 0.085 10.256 *** 
Relatives 0.576 0.069 8.388 *** 
  ***p<.001 
 
 
Table D7.  Variances for Year-round Residents’ Indicators of Social Bonds  
Indicators of 
social bonds Estimate
Std. 
Error 
Critical 
Ratio P 
Social Bonds 3.363 0.429 7.848 *** 
Neighbors 0.709 0.292 2.432 0.015 
Friends 1.652 0.256 6.463 *** 
Relatives 2.818 0.243 11.575 *** 
  ***p<.001 
 
Table D8.  Standardized Residual Covariances for Year-round Residents’ Indicators of 
Social Bonds   
 Relatives Friends Neighbors 
Relatives 0.000   
Friends 0.000 0.000  
Neighbors 0.000 0.000 0.000 
 
 
The results from Tables D6-D8 above reveal that the seasonal measurement 
model for social bonds is adequately fit due to the parameter estimates possessing 
appropriate signs, sizes and statistical significances.  The model fit indices were not able 
to be used to assess the overall model fit due to the model having the same number of 
estimated parameters as variances and covariances of the observed variables.  Essentially 
the degrees of freedom are equal to zero indicating a saturated model.   
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APPENDIX E 
METHODOLOGICAL APPENDIX FOR THE SECOND ORDER FACTOR MODELS 
OF COMMUNITY ATTACHMENT 
 
Year-round Residents 
Table E1.  Bootstrapped Standardized Regression Weights for Year-round Residents’ 
Second Order Factor Model   
Parameters SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Sent 0.106 0.003 0.426 0.005 0.005 
Bonds 0.121 0.004 0.512 0.006 0.005 Community Attachment 
Participation 0.128 0.004 0.560 0.000 0.006 
Neighbors 0.044 0.001 0.849 0.001 0.002 
Relatives 0.051 0.002 0.524 0.000 0.002 Social Bonds 
Friends 0.047 0.001 0.693 -0.001 0.002 
Home 0.038 0.001 0.747 0.000 0.002 
Trust 0.033 0.001 0.748 -0.002 0.001 
Help 0.032 0.001 0.809 -0.001 0.001 
Acceptance 0.038 0.001 0.685 -0.001 0.002 
Sentiments 
Belonging 0.044 0.001 0.562 -0.001 0.002 
Attended 0.046 0.001 0.670 0.000 0.002 
Worked 0.045 0.001 0.744 0.000 0.002 Participation 
Contacted 0.048 0.002 0.702 0.002 0.002 
 
 
 
Table E2.  Bootstrapped Covariances for Year-round Residents’ Second Order Factor 
Model 
Parameter SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Acceptance; Belonging 0.028 0.001 0.120 0.000 0.001 
Home; Acceptance 0.026 0.001 0.075 0.000 0.001 
Home; Belonging 0.024 0.001 0.112 0.000 0.001 
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Table E3.  Bootstrapped Correlations for Year-round Residents’ Second Order Factor 
Model   
Parameter SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Acceptance; Belonging 0.063 0.002 0.315 0.000 0.003 
Home; Acceptance 0.077 0.002 0.274 -0.004 0.003 
Home; Belonging 0.057 0.002 0.371 -0.001 0.003 
 
 
 
Table E4.  Bootstrapped Variances for Year-round Residents’ Second Order Factor 
Model   
Parameter SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Community 
Attachment 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 
Sentiments 0.039 0.001 0.222 -0.004 0.002 
Social Bonds 0.455 0.014 2.045 -0.046 0.020 
Participation 0.019 0.001 0.070 -0.002 0.001 
Neighbors 0.288 0.009 1.084 -0.019 0.013 
Relatives 0.249 0.008 2.990 -0.026 0.011 
Friends 0.196 0.006 1.624 -0.003 0.009 
Home 0.028 0.001 0.215 -0.002 0.001 
Trust 0.026 0.001 0.235 0.001 0.001 
Help 0.028 0.001 0.182 -0.001 0.001 
Acceptance 0.034 0.001 0.341 -0.001 0.002 
Belonging 0.034 0.001 0.422 -0.001 0.002 
Attended 0.014 0.000 0.127 -0.001 0.001 
Worked 0.015 0.000 0.101 -0.001 0.001 
Contacted 0.016 0.000 0.117 -0.001 0.001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The results from the bootstrapping procedures for the year-round second order 
factor measurement models indicate that the standardized regression weights, 
covariances, correlations and variances were not overly inflated due to the issue of non-
normality, as shown by the small standard error biases in Tables E1-E4 above.  
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Seasonal Residents 
Table E5.  Bootstrapped Standardized Regression Weights for Seasonal Residents’ 
Second Order Factor Model   
Parameters SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Sent 0.086 0.003 0.643 0.006 0.004 
Bonds 0.077 0.002 0.570 -0.001 0.003 
Community 
Attachment 
Participation 0.091 0.003 0.756 -0.007 0.004 
Neighbors 0.038 0.001 0.936 -0.001 0.002 
Relatives 0.054 0.002 0.529 0.006 0.002 Social Bonds 
Friends 0.054 0.002 0.757 0.000 0.002 
Home 0.040 0.001 0.704 -0.003 0.002 
Trust 0.034 0.001 0.792 0.001 0.002 
Help 0.029 0.001 0.847 -0.002 0.001 
Acceptance 0.039 0.001 0.670 -0.003 0.002 
Sentiments 
Belonging 0.052 0.002 0.518 -0.001 0.002 
Attended 0.064 0.002 0.595 0.003 0.003 
Worked 0.061 0.002 0.632 -0.002 0.003 Participation 
Contacted 0.069 0.002 0.558 -0.005 0.003 
 
 
 
Table E6.  Bootstrapped Covariances for Seasonal Residents’ Second Order Factor 
Model   
Parameter SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Acceptance; Belonging 0.031 0.001 0.123 -0.001 0.001 
Home; Acceptance 0.027 0.001 0.071 0.000 0.001 
Home; Belonging 0.030 0.001 0.148 -0.002 0.001 
 
 
 
Table E7.  Bootstrapped Correlations for Seasonal Residents’ Second Order Factor 
Model   
Parameter SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Acceptance; Belonging 0.068 0.002 0.324 -0.004 0.003 
Home; Acceptance 0.076 0.002 0.223 -0.001 0.003 
Home; Belonging 0.062 0.002 0.387 -0.005 0.003 
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Table E8.  Bootstrapped Variances for Seasonal Residents’ Second Order Factor Model   
 
Parameter SE SE-SE Mean Bias SE-Bias 
Community 
attachment 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 
Sentiments 0.041 0.001 0.183 -0.008 0.002 
Social Bonds 0.390 0.012 2.379 -0.027 0.017 
Participation 0.010 0.000 0.025 0.000 0.000 
Neighbors 0.279 0.009 0.492 -0.009 0.012 
Relatives 0.247 0.008 2.813 -0.043 0.011 
Friends 0.347 0.011 1.786 -0.021 0.016 
Home 0.037 0.001 0.320 -0.001 0.002 
Trust 0.033 0.001 0.229 -0.004 0.001 
Help 0.030 0.001 0.176 0.000 0.001 
Acceptance 0.029 0.001 0.312 -0.001 0.001 
Belonging 0.037 0.001 0.454 -0.004 0.002 
Attended 0.013 0.000 0.109 -0.003 0.001 
Worked 0.018 0.001 0.136 -0.001 0.001 
Contacted 0.018 0.001 0.160 -0.001 0.001 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The results from the bootstrapping procedures for the year-round second order 
factor measurement models indicate that the standardized regression weights, 
covariances, correlations and variances were not overly inflated due to the issue of non-
normality, as shown by the small standard error biases in Tables E5-E8 above.  
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Results From the Full Second Order Structural Equation Models 
 
 
Table E9.  Results From the Full Second Order Factor Models for Year-round and 
Seasonal Residents’ Sentimental Attachment   
***p<.001 
Year-round Seasonal 
Latent 
Constructs 
Observed 
Variables Standardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Standardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Belonging 0.853 0.065 *** 0.743 0.070 *** 
Acceptance 1.084 0.069 *** 0.903 0.073 *** 
Help 1.156 0.079 *** 1.173 0.091 *** 
Trust 1.053 0.076 *** 1.091 0.088 *** 
Home 1.000   1.000   
Gender -0.060 0.049 0.201 -0.104 0.066 0.059
Size of 
community grew 
up in 
0.110 0.017 0.038 -0.020 0.023 0.743
Highest level of 
education 0.071 0.026 0.154 0.016 0.033 0.785
Annual 
household 
income 
0.076 0.015 0.132 -0.005 0.019 0.937
Motivational 
Scale: Financial -0.077 0.018 0.107 -0.131 0.025 0.026
Motivational 
Scale: Natural 
Amenities 
0.014 0.012 0.804 0.023 0.015 0.720
Motivational 
Scale: Rural 
Character 
0.308 0.009 *** 0.358 0.011 *** 
Frequency of 
Visitation/Length 0.121 0.056 0.011 0.214 0.035 *** 
Non LDS/LDS 0.287 0.063 *** 0.029 0.075 0.647
Life Cycle Stage 0.094 0.018 0.045 0.060 0.027 0.293
Political views -0.009 0.022 0.868 -0.134 0.026 0.027
Sentiments 
R2 0.373 0.469 
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Table E10.  Results From the Full Second Order Factor Models for Year-round and 
Seasonal Residents’ Community Participation   
***p<.001 
Year-round Seasonal Latent 
Constructs 
Observed 
Variables Standardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Standardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Attended 1.000   1.000   
Worked 1.100 0.103 *** 1.309 0.185 *** 
Contacted 1.086 0.102 *** 1.161 0.173 *** 
Gender -0.190 0.036 *** -0.224 0.034 0.001
Size of 
community grew 
up in  
0.108 0.013 0.080 0.051 0.011 0.493
Highest level of 
education  0.042 0.019 0.465 0.035 0.017 0.616
Annual 
household 
income  
0.084 0.011 0.155 -0.026 0.010 0.712
Motivational 
Scale: Financial  -0.055 0.013 0.323 0.021 0.013 0.767
Motivational 
Scale: Natural 
Amenities  
-0.004 0.008 0.952 -0.074 0.007 0.325
Motivational 
Scale: Rural 
Character  
0.108 0.006 0.097 0.301 0.006 *** 
Frequency of 
Visitation/Length  0.129 0.040 0.022 0.394 0.019 *** 
Non LDS/LDS  0.003 0.045 0.962 -0.035 0.037 0.646
Life Cycle Stage  0.040 0.013 0.466 0.050 0.014 0.464
Political views  -0.058 0.016 0.336 0.025 0.013 0.725
Participation 
R2 0.270 0.591 
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Table E11.  Results From the Full Second Order Factor Models for Year-round and 
Seasonal Residents’ Social Bonds 
***p<.001 
Year-round Seasonal Latent 
Constructs Observed Variables Standardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Standardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Neighbors 1.000   1.000   
Relatives 0.675 0.074 *** 0.572 0.063 *** 
Friends 0.786 0.076 *** 0.868 0.067 *** 
Gender -0.131 0.180 0.018 0.008 0.216 0.888
Size of community 
grew up in  0.067 0.064 0.280 0.025 0.075 0.694
Highest level of 
education  0.029 0.096 0.616 0.094 0.110 0.114
Annual household 
income  0.013 0.055 0.826 -0.130 0.064 0.032
Motivational Scale: 
Financial  -0.096 0.067 0.087 0.013 0.083 0.821
Motivational Scale: 
Natural Amenities  0.127 0.043 0.049 -0.058 0.049 0.369
Motivational Scale: 
Rural Character  0.093 0.033 0.154 0.125 0.034 0.046
Frequency of 
Visitation/Length  0.041 0.203 0.463 0.343 0.113 *** 
Non LDS/LDS  0.028 0.227 0.679 -0.078 0.246 0.233
Life Cycle Stage  -0.076 0.066 0.164 0.169 0.090 0.004
Political views  0.022 0.082 0.711 -0.093 0.086 0.127
Social   
Bonds 
R2 0.369 0.396 
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Results From the Full Second Order Structural Equation Models Including County 
Level Dummy Variables 
 
Table E12.  Results From the Full Second Order Factor Models Including County Level 
Dummy Variables for Year-round and Seasonal Residents’ Sentimental Attachment  
Year-round Seasonal 
Latent 
Constructs Observed Variables Standardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Standardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Belonging 0.853 0.065 *** 0.736 0.070 *** 
Acceptance 1.080 0.068 *** 0.904 0.073 *** 
Help 1.147 0.078 *** 1.199 0.093 *** 
Trust 1.055 0.076 *** 1.098 0.089 *** 
Home 1.000   1.000   
Gender -0.055 0.049 0.252 -0.087 0.065 0.112 
Size of community 
grew up in  0.108 0.018 0.042 -0.032 0.022 0.604 
Highest level of 
education  0.072 0.026 0.151 0.056 0.034 0.342 
Annual household 
income  0.077 0.016 0.153 0.011 0.019 0.854 
Motivational Scale: 
Financial  -0.073 0.019 0.128 -0.082 0.026 0.169 
Motivational Scale: 
Natural Amenities  0.009 0.012 0.865 0.018 0.015 0.775 
Motivational Scale: 
Rural Character  0.319 0.009 *** 0.324 0.011 *** 
Frequency of 
Visitation/Length  0.109 0.057 0.025 0.192 0.034 *** 
Non LDS/LDS  0.281 0.064 *** -0.011 0.079 0.871 
Life Cycle Stage  0.092 0.018 0.052 0.057 0.027 0.313 
Political views  -0.019 0.023 0.710 -0.149 0.027 0.019 
Summit -0.022 0.085 0.722 -0.173 0.110 0.020 
Washington -0.067 0.090 0.235 0.019 0.120 0.773 
Iron -0.053 0.092 0.333 -0.114 0.125 0.065 
Wayne -0.003 0.075 0.961 0.020 0.102 0.783 
Garfield -0.059 0.078 0.314 0.043 0.094 0.541 
Sentiments 
R2 0.377 0.462 
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Table E13.  Results From the Full Second Order Factor Models Including County Level 
Dummy Variables for Year-round and Seasonal Residents’ Community Participation   
Year-round Seasonal 
Latent 
Construct 
Observed 
Variables Standardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Standardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Attended 1.000   1.000   
Worked 1.027 0.093 *** 1.226 0.165 *** 
Contacted 1.042 0.094 *** 1.106 0.159 *** 
Gender -0.136 0.036 0.012 -0.206 0.035 0.002 
Size of community 
grew up in  0.075 0.013 0.209 0.028 0.011 0.696 
Highest level of 
education  0.071 0.019 0.211 0.111 0.017 0.114 
Annual household 
income  0.191 0.012 0.002 0.013 0.010 0.849 
Motivational Scale: 
Financial  -0.008 0.013 0.885 0.111 0.013 0.121 
Motivational Scale: 
Natural Amenities  0.008 0.008 0.902 -0.080 0.008 0.279 
Motivational Scale: 
Rural Character  0.108 0.007 0.090 0.249 0.006 0.001 
Frequency of 
Visitation/Length  0.111 0.041 0.042 0.371 0.019 *** 
Non LDS/LDS  -0.057 0.045 0.382 -0.043 0.041 0.597 
Life Cycle Stage  0.022 0.013 0.680 0.054 0.014 0.417 
Political views  -0.036 0.016 0.543 0.051 0.014 0.491 
Summit -0.327 0.064 *** -0.353 0.059 *** 
Washington -0.136 0.065 0.033 -0.093 0.062 0.245 
Iron -0.109 0.067 0.081 -0.178 0.065 0.016 
Wayne 0.041 0.054 0.545 -0.125 0.053 0.152 
Garfield 0.070 0.056 0.293 0.001 0.048 0.991 
Participation 
R2 0.357 0.639 
***p<.001 
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Table E14.  Results From the Full Second Order Factor Models Including County Level 
Dummy Variables for Year-round and Seasonal Residents’ Social Bonds 
Year-round Seasonal 
Latent 
Construct 
Observed 
Variables Standardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Standardized 
Estimate 
Std. 
Error p 
Neighbors 1.000   1.000   
Relatives 0.686 0.074 *** 0.594 0.064 *** 
Friends 0.790 0.076 *** 0.912 0.069 *** 
Gender -0.140 0.182 0.013 0.034 0.214 0.553 
Size of community 
grew up in  0.069 0.064 0.264 0.018 0.073 0.774 
Highest level of 
education  0.027 0.097 0.652 0.099 0.111 0.106 
Annual household 
income  0.002 0.058 0.978 -0.141 0.063 0.022 
Motivational Scale: 
Financial  -0.097 0.068 0.086 0.008 0.084 0.892 
Motivational Scale: 
Natural Amenities  0.124 0.043 0.058 -0.073 0.048 0.260 
Motivational Scale: 
Rural Character  0.091 0.033 0.169 0.124 0.035 0.058 
Frequency of 
Visitation/Length  0.054 0.206 0.340 0.350 0.111 *** 
Non LDS/LDS  0.035 0.230 0.605 -0.083 0.260 0.237 
Life Cycle Stage  -0.086 0.066 0.120 0.150 0.088 0.010 
Political views  0.032 0.083 0.608 -0.102 0.090 0.116 
Summit 0.013 0.313 0.861 0.043 0.360 0.570 
Washington 0.058 0.329 0.377 -0.006 0.397 0.930 
Iron -0.005 0.336 0.940 -0.125 0.410 0.050 
Wayne -0.049 0.273 0.489 -0.003 0.337 0.972 
Garfield 0.043 0.286 0.535 0.065 0.309 0.375 
Social   
Bonds 
R2 0.410 0.438 
***p<.001 
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APPENDIX F 
SURVEY INSTRUMENTS 
 
Southern Utah Year-round Residents Survey 
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Southern Utah Seasonal Residents Survey 
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Summit County Year-round Residents Survey 
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University  
Created and taught a large introductory level undergraduate course on societal 
problems required for students minoring in sociology.  Through the course 
students were introduced to a wide variety of sociological topics ranging from 
problems associated with well-being to inequality and globalization.  The course 
examined how issues become defined as social problems and ways in which 
groups attempt to solve those problems.     
 
Fall 2005 Natural Resources and Society (EnvS 2340): Department of Environment 
and Society, College of Natural Resources, Utah State University 
Developed and educated students majoring and minoring in Environmental 
Studies in a large breadth social science course.  The course examined human 
values, uses, and management of natural settings at the individual, community 
and societal levels.  Topics include: environmental sociology and politics, 
psychological responses to nature, histories of U.S. park and natural resources 
management, environmental movements (including environmental justice, eco-
theology, eco-terrorism, eco-feminism, deep ecology, etc.), and sustainable 
development.   
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Summer 2005 Environmental/Natural Resource Sociology (SOC 4620): Department of 
Sociology, Social Work and Anthropology, College of Humanities, Arts and 
Social Sciences, Utah State University  
Designed and instructed an upper level undergraduate depth social science course 
focusing on the social aspects associated with the environment and natural 
resources.  The course was designed to engage students on a wide array of 
environmental topics through reaction papers and classroom debates.  The topics 
covered include: environmental attitudes and perceptions of individuals, 
communities and countries, social movements associated with environmentalism, 
resource scarcity and land use (both domestically and internationally), and social 
change in resource dependent communities.    
 
Summer 2004 Social Statistics I (SOC 3120): Department of Sociology, Social Work and 
Anthropology, College of Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences, Utah State 
University  
Developed and led a quantitative intensive course on the statistical procedures 
used in the social sciences.  Students were exposed to both parametric and non-
parametric statistics commonly used in the social sciences.  Particular emphasis 
was placed on the use of statistical techniques appropriate for survey research 
and secondary data analysis.  Students were also introduced to computer based 
social science statistical software (SPSS).   
 
Distance Education Classes Taught 
 
Summer 2007 Introductory Sociology (SOC 1010): Regional Campuses and Distance 
Education, Utah State University    
Created and taught a distance education course in Introductory Sociology for 
students throughout the state of Utah.  The course utilized internet and satellite 
broadcast technology to engage students (mostly non-traditional) in eight 
different sites, including prison sites, spread across the entire state.  Blackboard 
Vista was used to facilitate communication both with and between students.  The 
course examined the social behavior of humans and social institutions as well as 
the theories and methods for studying society and social issues.      
 
Summer 2006 Social Statistics I (SOC 3120): Regional Campuses and Distance Education,   
Summer 2004 Utah State University   
Developed and instructed a quantitative intensive distant education course on the 
statistical procedures used in the social sciences.  The course utilized internet and 
satellite broadcast technology to engage students (mostly non-traditional) in 
different sites across the entire state of Utah.  Blackboard Vista/WebCT was used 
to facilitate communication both with and between students.  Students were 
exposed to both parametric and non-parametric statistics commonly used in the 
social sciences.  Particular emphasis was placed on the use of statistical 
techniques appropriate for survey research and secondary data analysis.  Students 
were also introduced to computer based social science statistical software 
(SPSS). 
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Summary of Teaching Evaluations* 
 
 On Campus Courses Distance Education Courses 
 
Social 
Problems 
Fall 2007 
Natural 
Resources 
and Society 
Fall 2005 
Environmental/ 
Natural Resource 
Sociology 
Summer 2005 
Research 
Methods 
Spring 2005 
Social  
Statistics I 
Summer 2004  
 
Introductory 
Sociology  
Summer 2007 
 
Social  
Statistics I  
Summer 2006 
Social  
Statistics I  
Summer 2004 
Overall quality 
of course 4.9 5.0 5.5 5.0 5.1 4.4 5.5 5.5 
Departmental 
Average 4.9 4.8 5.2 4.9 5.3 4.9 4.9 4.9 
College 
Average 5.1 4.9 5.4 5.1 5.3 5.1 5.0 4.9 
University 
Average 5.0 5.0 5.2 5.0 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.1 
Instructor's 
effectiveness 5.1 5.3 5.4 5.2 5.3 4.2 5.8 5.7 
Departmental 
Average 5.0 4.9 5.1 5.0 5.4 5.0 5.0 4.9 
College 
Average 5.1 4.9 5.4 5.2 5.4 5.1 5.1 5.0 
University 
Average 5.1 5.1 5.2 5.1 5.2 5.2 5.3 5.2 
Mean scores rated on a 1 (very poor) to 6 (excellent) scale 
*Full evaluations available upon request 
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Research  
 
Summer 2008 Graduate Research Assistant, Utah State University, Dr. Richard Krannich 
Responsible for analyzing survey data from a project funded by the Bureau of 
Land Management designed to provide suitable alternatives for locations of land 
that is to be either transferred from federal ownership to private developers or 
maintained as areas highlighting unique and sensitive ecological regions.  The 
analysis of data included structural equations modeling the factors related to 
sanctioning of depreciative behaviors by local residents and users of the Upper 
Las Vegas Wash.  In addition to data analysis, follow-up telephone interviews 
were conducted with survey non-respondents to ensure that non-response bias did 
not play a role in the findings.  
    
Spring 2008 Graduate Research Assistant, Utah State University, Dr. Richard Krannich 
Responsible for implementing a mail survey to residents in Las Vegas and North 
Las Vegas.  Duties included assisting in the creation of the survey instrument, 
and supervising all aspects of the survey implementation process from 
preparation for the multiple waves of survey mailings to tracking, coding and 
entering completed surveys.  The project was funded by the Bureau of Land 
Management and was designed to provide suitable alternatives for Upper Las 
Vegas Wash Conservation Transfer Area (ULVWCTA)   
 
Fall 2007 Contractual Survey Work, Rocky Mountain Social Science   
Implemented a drop-off/pick-up survey to residents of Layton, Utah.  The survey, 
conducted for the Utah Department of Transportation, was designed to obtain 
information from Layton residents about a proposed interchange for Interstate 15 
in the local area.  Drop-off/pick-up methodology required face to face contact 
with local residents in order to explain the purpose of the survey and to then 
establish a time to return to pick up completed questionnaires.    
  
Spring 2007/  Research Assistant, Utah State University, Dr. Richard Krannich 
Summer 2007 Supervised a team responsible for implementing a large scale mail survey with a 
sample of over 10,000 households.  Duties included supervising all aspects of the 
survey implementation process (preparation, multiple waves of mailings, coding 
of returned surveys, and data analysis). 
 
Spring 2007 Research Assistant, Utah State University, Dr. Douglas Jackson-Smith 
Assisted in entering and analyzing qualitative data for a project examining the 
research needs of water scientists throughout the Western United States.  I was 
responsible for entering the qualitative interview data into NVIVO (qualitative 
data analysis software) and developing the subsequent themes that emerged.     
 
Fall 2006/ Research Assistant, Utah State University, Dr. Richard Krannich 
Spring 2007 Gathered and analyzed data pertaining to both the biophysical and social aspects 
of a proposed Conservation Transfer Area in the greater Las Vegas Region.  Led 
a team of graduate and undergraduate students in collecting biophysical data on 
species composition, soil characteristics, presence of endangered plant species, 
location and size of trash accumulation and level of recreational activity as 
shown by presence of trails and tracks.  Worked on the team that laid out the 
plots needed to create a high resolution digital elevation model from aerial 
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photography.  Used the aerial photography to determine the sampling frame for 
the social survey component of the project.      
 
 
Summer 2006 Research Assistant, Utah State University, Dr. Peggy Petrzelka 
Administered surveys in Escalante, Utah, a small rural community using the 
drop-off/pick-up methodology.  The project sought to explore residents’ attitudes 
about decision making processes in an area characterized by drastic land use 
change through the creation of a large National Monument (Grand Staircase-
Escalante National Monument) on surrounding public lands.        
 
Spring 2006 Graduate Research Assistant, Utah State University, Dr. Richard Krannich 
Collected and analyzed data for a project entitled: “Natural Resources and 
Communities: A Survey of Landowners in Summit County Utah.”  The 
questionnaire used property tax records to distinguish between permanent and 
seasonal homeowners in Summit County, Utah, an area known for its large influx 
of winter recreationists.  These data were combined with data collected 
previously across southern Utah using the same methodological instrument to 
enable comparison of communities experiencing similar development, but based 
on different amenity conditions.      
 
Spring 2006 Statistical Consultant   
Worked as a statistical consultant on the “Survey on National Priorities-Roads 
and Wildlife” project.  Performed statistical analyses on nation-wide on-line 
survey for project managers (Dr. Patty Cramer and Dr. John Bissonette) from the 
Department of Wildland Resources, College of Natural Resources, Utah State 
University.     
 
Summer 2005 Contractual Survey Work, Rocky Mountain Social Science 
Collected face-to-face interview data in Pleasant Grove, Utah.  The survey 
sought to obtain attitudes and opinions from working-class, mainly Latino, 
residents of a trailer court that was to be demolished to make way for a new road.  
The overall project was contracted through the Utah Department of 
Transportation.   
 
2003-2004 Graduate Research Assistant, Utah State University, Dr. Douglas Jackson-
Smith  
Assisted on a project tracking rural land use change in northern Utah.  Utilized 
Geographical Information Systems to map secondary data sources, such as 
building permit records, septic permits, and census information.      
 
2001-2003 Graduate Research Assistant, West Virginia University, Dr. David McGill 
Gathered and analyzed both quantitative and qualitative data including statistical 
analysis of NIPF landowner and West Virginia Division of Forestry Service 
Forester questionnaires in order to determine implementation rates and 
satisfaction levels associated with the West Virginia Forest Stewardship 
Program.  Assisted with rural community development through West Virginia 
University Community Design Team and created websites for two rural West 
Virginia communities.  Collected parcel maps for all NIPFs enrolled in the West 
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Virginia Forest Stewardship Program in order to create a GIS database of 
participating landowners.    
 
 
Other Practical Experience 
 
1998-2000 Forestry Technician, West Virginia University Forest 
West Virginia University, Division of Forestry, Morgantown, WV 
Assisted forest supervisor with daily responsibilities, which included auditing of 
core plots for Cooper’s Rock State Forest inventory, timber cruising/marking, 
forest road design, harvesting, and general maintenance of university forest. 
 
 
Technology Experience and Training 
 
WebCT Training  
SAS Statistical Software 
SPSS Statistical Software 
Microsoft Word, Excel, Access and PowerPoint 
Adobe Acrobat 7.0 Professional 
ARCVIEW 3.2 and ARCMap 8.0 ARCMap 9.0 
Instructed an informal seminar on the basics of Geographical Information Systems for 
graduate students in the Department of Sociology, Social Work and Anthropology 
N6 Qualitative research 
NVIVO 
Blackboard Vista Training 
HLM statistical software 
LISREL statistical software 
AMOS statistical software 
HTML language 
 
Publications 
 
Peer Reviewed Articles 
Jennings B.M. and D.W. McGill.  2005.  Evaluating the Effectiveness of the Forest 
Stewardship Program in West Virginia:  Ten-Year Assessment.  Northern Journal 
of Applied Forestry 22(4): 236-242.      
Pierskalla, C., D.W. McGill, B.M. Jennings, S.T. Grushecky and D. Lilly.  2006. 
 Landowner satisfaction with timber harvesting on West Virginia Forest 
 Stewardship Program  properties.  Northern Journal of Applied Forestry 23(1): 6-
 10.     
Book Chapters 
Jackson-Smith, D., E. Jensen, and B. Jennings.  2006.  “Land Use Change in the Rural 
Intermountain West.”  Chapter in Population Change and Rural Society.  W.A. 
Kandel and D.L. Brown (eds.): Springer Publishing.     
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Professional Presentations 
 
Paper Presentations 
 
Jennings B.M.  2008.  Why Buy in Amenity Rich Utah?  An Exploration of the 
 Motivations behind the Boom in Second Home Growth.  Presented at the 11th 
 Annual Intermountain Paper and Poster Symposium; Logan, Utah 
   
Jennings B.M.  2008.  Bonded to What?  Seasonal Residents and Their Patterns of Social 
 Interaction.  Presented at the 14th International Symposium on Society and 
 Resource Management; Burlington, Vermont.  
 
Krannich R. and B.M. Jennings.  2008.  Place Attachments and Pro-Environmental 
 Orientations in a “Mixed Amenity” Context:  Implications for Future 
 Development of the Upper Las Vegas Wash Presented at the 14th International 
 Symposium on Society and Resource  Management;  Burlington, Vermont. 
 
Jennings B.M, P. Petrezelka, and R.A. Smith.  2007.  Monumental Decisions: Public 
 Participation Processes in Escalante, Utah.  Presented at the 70th Annual Meeting 
 of the Rural Sociological Society; Santa Clara, California.  August 2007.   
 
Jennings B.M. and R. Krannich.  2007.  Examining the Natural Environment Dimension 
 of Community Attachment in an Amenity-rich Locale.  Presented at the 13th  
 International Symposium on Society and Resource Management; Park City, Utah.     
 
Jennings B.M.  2007.  Examining Community Attachment in Amenity Rich Areas 
 Characterized by Increasing Numbers of Seasonal Residents.  Presented at the 
 10th Annual Intermountain Paper and Poster Symposium; Logan, Utah 
 
Jennings B.M. and D. Jackson-Smith.  2006.  Examining Alternative Indicators of Rural 
 Development and Their Implications for Use in Association with More 
 Traditional Data Sources.  Presented at the 2nd Spring Runoff Conference; Logan, 
 Utah. 
 
Jennings B.M., D. Field, R. Krannich, and A.E. Luloff.  2005.  Environmental Activism 
in Amenity-Rich Southern Utah.  Presented at the 20th Annual Conference of the 
Society for Human Ecology; Salt Lake City, Utah. 
 
Jennings B.M. and D. Jackson-Smith.  2004.  Examining the Value of Socioeconomic 
 Data for Understanding Water Dynamics in the Bear River Watershed.  Presented 
 at the Spring Runoff Conference; Logan, Utah. 
 
Jennings B.M., D.W. McGill, S.T. Grushecky, D. J. Magill, and D. Lilly.  2004.  
 Landowner Perspectives on Attributes of the West Virginia Forest Stewardship 
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 Program.  Presented at the 14th Central Hardwoods Conference; Ohio State 
 University.   
 
Magill D.J., D.W. McGill, S.T. Grushecky, and B.M. Jennings.  2004.  Establishment, 
 Growth, and Implementation of the Forest Stewardship Program in West Virginia.  
 Presented at the 14th Central Hardwoods Conference; Ohio State University.   
 
Poster Presentations 
 
Jennings B.M., T. Williams, D. Field, R. Krannich, and A.E. Luloff.  2006.  Perceptions 
 of a Changing West: Attitudes About Economic Development, Population Growth 
 and Public Lands Management in a High Amenity Setting.  Presented at the 12th  
 International Symposium on Society and Resource Management; Vancouver, 
 British  Columbia, Canada.   
 
Jennings B. M., D. J. Magill, D.W. McGill, and J. Warren.  2003.  Patterns of Forestland 
Owner Participation in the West Virginia Forest Stewardship Program.  
Proceedings of the 13th Central Hardwoods Forest Conference (General Technical 
Report NC-234).  St. Paul, Minnesota:  U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service, North Central Research Station.  565p.   
 
Service 
 
2005-2008 Served as elected graduate student senator for the College of Humanities, 
 Arts and Social Sciences (HASS) on the Utah State University 
 Graduate Student Senate. 
2008  Chaired the Graduate Student Research and Travel Funding Committee.   
2008  Served on the 11th Annual Intermountain Paper and Poster Symposium  
   Committee. 
2008  Served on the Graduate Student Senate’s Robbins Awards Selection  
   Committee. 
2007  Served on the Graduate Student Senate’s Stipend Enhancement   
   Committee.   
2007  Served on the Graduate Student Senate’s Robbins Awards Selection  
   Committee. 
2007  Served on the 10th Annual Intermountain Paper and Poster Symposium  
   Committee. 
2005-2006 Elected President of the Department of Sociology, Social Work and  
   Anthropology’s Graduate Student Association  
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Awards 
 
2009  First place in student presentation competition at the 12th Annual   
   Intermountain  Paper and Poster Symposium 
2008  Awarded a School of Graduate Studies Dissertation Fellowship 
2008  First place in student presentation competition at the 11th Annual   
   Intermountain  Paper and Poster Symposium 
2007  Awarded a Stipend Enhancement Award from the Graduate Student  
   Senate. 
2006  Second place in student presentation competition at the Spring Runoff  
   Conference, Utah State University. 
2005-2006 Wade Andrews Scholarship, College of Humanities, Arts and Social  
   Sciences 
2005-2006  Department of Sociology, Social Work and Anthropology Graduate  
   Teacher of the Year 
2005-2006 College of Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences (HASS) Graduate  
   Instructor of the Year 
2004  Second place in student presentation competition at the Spring Runoff  
   Conference, Utah State University. 
 
Professional Memberships 
 
January 2004:   International Association for Society and Natural Resources  
January 2007:  Rural Sociological Society 
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